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INTRODUCTION

\ |

The Chicago Regional Household Travel Inventorg tomprehensive study of the demographic and
travel behavior characteristics of residents ingreater Chicago area. The study universe is el@éfin
as households residing in the lllinois countiesCafok, DuPage, Grundy, Kane, Kendall, Lake,
McHenry, and Will. The project has two phases:sife and Data Collection. The design phase
took place in the fall of 2006. The full data eallion effort will take place January through Oeiob
2007.

The purpose of the design phase of the study wadetttify (through research and primary data
collection) the most appropriate design and metlogiical aspects that maximize the quality and
validity of the inventory data for modeling purpeseThe three main objectives of the design phase
were: (1) to validate existing budgetary assummsticegarding data collection efforts anticipated fo
the full study (and establish new assumptions agssary), (2) to ensure that the inventory design
elements and methods provide for a data set tipguosts the development of a valid model, and (3)
to vet the inventory design recommendations throaigteries of white papers, supported by both
primary and secondary research, using a peer rgpd@@l of both topical and regional experts. This
report documents the design, implementation, asdlteof a pilot test to inform objectives (1) and
(2). The white papers (Objective 3) are assembl@dseparate report.

The pilot study, which is the focus of this repevgs conducted in September and October 2006. It
served two important functions: (1) to objectivedgsess the effectiveness, efficiency, and
appropriateness of all data collection instrumentaferials, and procedures, and (2) to provide
details that inform the development of the whitgogra. For this particular study, this includes
evaluating the advance mailing, recruitment inmitravel logs, mailing procedures, reminder call,
data retrieval interview, geocoding, and data pssicey procedures for three specific population
subgroups in the greater Chicago area. The ggotserved to estimate the anticipated respones rat
(both at the unit and item levels) and sample parémce for the full study. It included three sfieci
activities: public outreach, passive recruitmani] data collection.

PuBLIC OUTREACH

The diversity of the greater Chicago area, combivgtd known extremes in terms of participation
rates in prior surveys and the 2000 census, sugmyeisat focused attention on the elements of the
public outreach planned for this effort was wareanturing the design phase of the study. This
effort was guided by the Social Exchange Theoryiclvtstates that respondents weigh the costs
(time, release of personal information) againstit@eefits when considering whether to participate i
a survey. The costs can be calculated to somentexising survey length and level of detail
requested by the survey questions. But giventtieapurpose of this data is to develop an inventory
to be used in travel demand models that forecagel20 years into the future, what is the bertefit
the respondent? What details are critical to cgnneorder to balance the survey costs? The public
outreach effort during the pilot was used to idgritiese benefits or “hooks” which will be used to
elicit participation across the various respondgatips in the region during the full study.

The public outreach component of the pilot testsexird of the following activities:

1. CMAP External Affairs staff worked with locahpners to identify key leaders in the region for
the African American, Hispanic, and youth commuasti
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2. The partner agencies contacted these commledtiers by phone and invited them (or their
designees) to participate in community meetingsuaboe survey effort. NuStats prepared a
public information packet for the partner agendceslistribute to these leaders as they discussed
participation at the community group meetings.

3. On August 23 and 24, 2006, a series of four conity meetings were conducted in Chicago and
surrounding areas in order to identify the bengfiteooks” and design features that would
maximize participation among constituents. Eacleting targeted a unique demographic group
known to have under-participated in similar traeeld activity surveys conducted in other
regions. Those demographic groups included Africamericans, predominantly Spanish
speaking Hispanics, predominantly English speaKisgpanics and youth ages 18-24.

At these meetings, the project team (consistindNoStats, MKC Consulting and staff from the
Chicago Metropolitan Agency for Planning along witte appropriate community group partner)
provided a brief introduction to the study, andtritisited sample packets of respondent materials
(including the advance letters, brochures and trbogs). Participants were asked to read and to
examine the documents and comment on them, spbifieplying to a series of targeted questions
designed to elicit details necessary for the pldrméblic outreach effort and the meeting goals. The
participants were also asked to complete the trepgd as if the previous day was their assigned
travel day (to help them understand the task tlaitldvbe requested from their constituents). They
were then queried on their perceived ease/difficultcompleting this task. Finally, the participant
were asked for their input in how to market theveyr what the benefits are, and how to convey this
to their friends and families. Findings from theetings are discussed in more detail in the white
paper on Maximizing Participation, where specifiesign recommendations are also made. A
summary of the findings from these community grawgetings include:

e Latinos. The Latino groups, particularly the predominant r8glaspeaking Latinos,
exhibited the strongest sense of community amoeghhee groups. From the onset of the
meeting, at which time the Latinos were asked émfidly what motivated them in their daily
lives, to the discussion of the materials, to tbactusion of the meeting, references to the
importance of community and family were ever présén terms of design, issues of
confidentiality and anonymity were at the forefrofithe discussion. Participants clearly felt
that all the materials should clearly and immedyaleing these key points to light. Another
important issue for this constituent group is mgkithe connection between survey
participation and increased community well beingifet the survey as a means by which
the individual can contribute to the whole). Torg®se Latino participation, both Spanish
and English speaking Hispanics recommended holtitognmunity survey days” where
Latino community leaders recruit other Latinos ttermd group sessions (much like the
community meetings attended by these leaders) deroto learn about the survey and
complete the survey on site. Many of the participaiso volunteered their time and effort in

setting up these events.

» African Americans. The African American community in south Chicagancbe
characterized by strong ties to family, and, siam#usly, being very independent and civic-
minded. Meeting participants indicated that a kagtdr in determining the success of the
inventory would be survey endorsement by civic orgations and civic leaders in the
African American community. Of all groups with whomeetings were held, African
Americans had the greatest understanding of whatheing requested of them in terms of
the survey task and how to properly complete taeelrlogs. Meeting participants stated that
it was vitally important to highlight (in the suvenaterials) that the last time that the survey
was conducted, African Americans were under-repitesie and state, “this is your chance to
make sure this does not happen again.”
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* Youth. Although non-response among youth (ages 18 toi4ypically noted in travel
surveys, little research has been done to idetii#fyfactors that might increase participation
among this population subgroup. The youth meeatorglucted to inform this study revealed
a sub-section of the general population that isy vesiger to participate and genuinely
concerned that their voices are not being heattey perceive that the impact they have (as
youth) on the transportation system is overlook&tlis highly mobile group comprehended
all survey materials and accurately assessed whathging requested of them via survey
participation. The meeting discussion revealed thahy of the core transportation issues
faced by the youth are the same core issues facedhlers. However, in many instances,
lack of or limited access to a personal vehicleggeaates the affect of these issues on youth.
The discussions at this community group meetingesigthat the key to maximizing Youth
participation will be the explanation of how theuphing process works, and how the data we
are requesting today will result in improved trao$gtion infrastructure tomorrow, with an
emphasis on the importance of youth participation.

PASSIVE RECRUITMENT TESTING

Most recent household travel surveys have emplogadom telephone samples, which means that
non-telephone and cellular-only households areuebed from the sample. One approach for
minimizing this coverage bias is to employ an adshigased sample in lieu of the telephone-based
sample. With an address-based sample, the loaattithre household is known, but there may or may
not be a telephone number associated with eacle piesample. In order to determine whether (1)
we can reach and secure participation from houdshohere we have addresses but no telephone
number, and (2) if there are differences in trdoetiveen these two respondent groups that warrants a
passive recruitment effort, a small scale testemslucted as part of the pilot.

Specifically, 1,000 pieces of address-based sampte obtained. To each, a recruitment packet was
mailed, which contained a cover letter outlininge tsurvey, a study brochure, a household
guestionnaire (to obtain demographic details), ambstage-paid envelope to return the household
guestionnaire. In addition, in order to test wieeta pre-paid incentive increases participatiorlev
among this otherwise passive group, a $2 bill wasluded in one-half of these mailings.
Respondents were provided the options of returtiiegsurvey by mail, fax (although it's a 2-sided
survey), and Internet. A short survey of non-gistints was also conducted, to glean insight into
why so few households responded to the passivangailThe evaluation of this passive mailing
centered about five questions (the evaluation tesué reported in the next section of this report)

1. How many households participated?

2. How effective was the $2 bill in inducing participation?

3. Were we able to reach and secure participation from households where we had an address but no
telephone number ?

4. Were the participants from the passive sample statistically different in terms of demographics or
travel patterns from survey participants that were recruited through the telephone-based sample?

5. Why did the non-participants in the passive sample elect not to return the household
guestionnaire?

The general finding of the passive recruitmentreffothat it is not recommended in its currentor
for the full study as a general mailing. The resuwere marginal (5%) compared to the costs ($1.55
per survey). When the respondents open and reglilveepacket materials, the incentive did serve as
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an inducement to participation, but the outsidestope was not arresting enough to encourage most
to open the packet.

Those who did enter the survey through the pagssigriitment effort were mainly households that
were newer to the area and use Privacy Managemintge¢éhey would not likely be included in an
RDD sample and if so, would not be answering thbmnes. In reviewing the actual travel reported
by households that participated in the pilot, tifeecence in trip rates based on tenure in theaegi
showed that those living in the region less thame&rs reported fewer trips. However, this was not
statistically different from the level of trip-maig reported by those living in the region for more
than 2 years. Thus, the capture of newcomersdgadbyion through this approach does not provide
travel details different from what is captured thgh the active telephone recruitment.
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PiLoT DATA COLLECTION

For the actual pilot data collection effort, theadeollection team attempted to recruit 300 houkkho
by telephone (active recruitment of RDD samplepaoticipate, but due to a higher-then-expected
number of refusals, ended recruitment with 275 Bbakls agreeing to participate in the pilot. These
households represented three different geograpbes) with access to different aspects of the
regional transportation infrastructure:

(1)

(2)

Households living in Chicago’s urban coam area with high levels of transit access a$ wel
as dense living environmentslhis was targeted to households in zip codes 60648d
60640,which were selectedfter reviewing the demographic characteristicsalorip codes

in the urban core. These particular zip codeseshansus tracts that exhibit a good mix of
incomes, dwelling type, and ethnicities, as welhadrong proportion of commuters who take
transit to work. This group is important in confirming that the kebhold travel survey
materials capture sufficient transit segment detalh addition, response rates in areas with
high population density tend to be lower (respomtsiénow there are other households that
could participate).

Households in the Chicago suburbs - with gammkas to the central city via CTA, Metra, and
Pace trains, but also good local transit servickdestination optionsThis was targeted to
households in Downer’s Grove.Downer’s Grove was selected again because it gedva
strong mix of incomes, household types, and ettiegcin a region where transit service into
the central city was strong, but alternative degtims are also viable. It was anticipated that
this geographic group would exhibit transit usagevell (particularly commuter travel into
downtown Chicago), but also automobile usage ttirtE®Ns outside the central city. This
group was important in order to determine partitgpalevels by other suburban households
in the region, and differences in respondent readi the materials by those who commute
into the city vs. those that do not. It also akofer evaluation of the collection of address
detail in a suburban environment, the reaction @fiseholds to the questions regarding
children’s travel, and other geographic differentted might impact data collection.

(3) Households in an outlying countyThis was targeted to households in Woodstock

(McHenry County). With an 8-county region, it is critical that theatarial design convey
the importance of the study for all householdshe tegion, not just those with strong
linkages to the downtown and inner core Chicagbe Jelection of Woodstock for this group
was done in order to focus on a city in the outlyarea where alternative destinations for
jobs, shopping, and other errands might exist ¢algh we recognize that the Metra service
availability may still result in some rail commutein our pilot sample). What is most
important for this group of households in an outtycounty is that the materials “speak” to
them in the same way that they do to householtiseiinner core area.

In order to capture the data required to suppast development of the white papers, different
guestionnaire versions were employed in this effort

Recruitment the budget assumed an average interview lerfg?® eninutes. However, the
white paper authors were interested in obtainirgilbel information about each respondent’s
job. To accommodate this, there were two recruitmeersions, one with the detailed
employment questions and one without. Combineg,averall recruitment length was 19
minutes, but one survey version averaged 16 mirandsthe other 21 minutes. Households
were randomly assigned to one survey or the other.

NUSTATS
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» Travel Details Three approaches to obtaining travel detailsewemployed, in order to
understand the effect of more detailed questionimgesponse rates. Specifically, the pilot
tested a one-day place based log (the base), aldaw@lace-based log, and a one-day
activity-based log. Households were randomly ae=gigo a survey type, with the goal being
an equal distribution of households across thesthugvey options.

» Retrieval The retrieval interview was budgeted at an ayeiaterview length of 29 minutes
and the actual survey averaged 28 minutes. Thersva survey versions:

i. Base: the base survey with no other questiomkis is the foundation or control for
testing the effects of obtaining the other detaitsaaveraged 24 minutes.

ii. Process Questions and Time Rounding. The rdetailed activity-based and tour-based
models could be enriched with more details regardie activity choices that underlie
the reported travel, and details from the respondemerms of how the travel differs
from “typical” travel. These questions were askadddition to the base questions. The
longer version averaged 33 minutes.

Prior to the start of the pilot test, evaluationtecia were developed to allow for a complete
assessment of instruments, procedures, and praceEke evaluation criteria for the pilot included:

1. Sample Specification, Generation, and Performamc All sample will be geocoded and
locations mapped. All call outcomes will be mored and reasons for refusals noted. The
resultant data set will be compared to census ttataentify areas of non-response. The
following questions will be used to evaluate thepke:

= How well did the sample “fit” within the study arbaundaries?
= What were the response rates?

= How do the response rates compare with those dlasistudies?
= What were the reasons households refused to eatié

= How well did the resultant data set match censts?da

2. Recruitment and Respondent Packet Mailing The households will be contacted to secure
participation in the study. At that time, demodrimpinformation on all household members will
be collected and used to prepare personalizedlttege for household members. Work and
school addresses will be obtained for advance giogo The following questions will be used
to evaluate the recruitment/respondent packet psoce

= How many calls resulted in contact with eligibleugeholds?

= On average, how many call attempts were requiredaoh a household?
= How many households agreed to participate in tingdyst

= What was the average interview length?

= What was the interviewer productivity?

= How did the recruitment questionnaire perform, aller Where can it be improved? Did the
interviewers have to repeat any items? Did thpaedents appear to be confused about the
meaning of any items?

= How did the recruitment instrument perform in terohigtem non-response?

= How many households responded to the passive mailibid those that did respond differ
significantly from those that were recruited oves telephone?

= How can training be improved?
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3. Reminder Calls and Retrieval The day prior to the assigned travel day(sgraimder call will
be placed to each household to confirm receiptacket and answer last minute questions. The
day following the travel day(s), retrieval of tr&wata will commence. The following questions
will be used to evaluate the reminder and retrieadliprocess:

= How many calls resulted in contact with eligibleuseholds during the reminder call?

= How many households reported problems with receiptheir packets? What type of
problems?

= What types of questions were asked by respondentsgathe reminder call?

= On average, how many call attempts were requiredaoh a household for retrieval?
= What was the average interview length for retrieval

= What was the interviewer productivity for retrieval

= How did the retrieval instrument perform, overallhere can it be improved? Did the
interviewers have to repeat any items? Did thpardents appear to be confused about the
meaning of any items?

= How did the retrieval instrument perform in ternfigtem non-response?
= What were the completion rates across the 3 supms?

= What were the completion rates for those that neded to the passive mailing vs. those that
were recruited by telephone?

= How can training be improved?

4. Quality Assurance The collected data will be processed and sudgjetd both manual and
electronic checks. The following questions willused to evaluate the quality assurance phase:

=  Were 100% of retrieved households delivered?

= Did the electronic edit check program work as paogmed? If not, what requires correction?
= Did all questions and responses on all surveyunstnts conform to skip patterns?

= How can the quality assurance task be improved?

5. Project Staff Debriefs All project staff will evaluate the pilot tessat is conducted and
document observations for use in this evaluatibnaddition, all project staff will be debriefed
fully on the pilot test experience.

6. Respondent Debriefs At the conclusion of the retrieval interview, wéll ask the main
respondent for each household the following quastio
= Did you use your travel log to record your travel?
» If so, did you use it during the course of the éladay or after you had made all your trips for
the day?
= What influenced you to participate in the study?aswWt the advance letter and brochure, the

details we provided at the start of the recruitmamerview, a general concern about
transportation in the region, or something else?

= Having completed the study, do you feel that wegadeely explained what you would need to
do as part of the study? (probing for details whdt they felt should be done different/better)

= What information do you think is most importantcmnvey to other respondents as we contact
them about the study? (probe for advance mailingell as actual survey details).

= How is the best way to get information out to peopi your community about the survey?
(probe for newspaper- which one? TV — which ste®)
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= Because the travel times are so important to usl kike to know how you and your household
recorded your times - did you always look at theeaime source (watch or the car clock) or
did you sit down at the end of the day and estimiates? Did you record times or just the fact

that the trip took 5 min?

The answers to these questions are provided indkesection of this report and conclusions are in
the third section. The appendices include theureoent questionnaire, frequencies of responses to
that instrument, the retrieval questionnaires, agsponses to those instruments as well. The
respondent materials (brochure and travel logs) areavailable at
www.chicagoareaplanning.org/travelsurvey.
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PILOT EVALUATION
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The purpose of this section is to summarize thénawt used to conduct the household travel survey
pilot test. Each section contains a descriptioa epecific procedure used in the pilot test as asel
answers to the evaluation questions. The secfalwv the order in which the procedures were
implemented in the pilot test. Recommendationscf@nges in the study materials and procedures
are presented in the final section of this report.

SAMPLE SPECIFICATION, GENERATION, AND PERFORMANCE

To meet the goals of the full study, the samplifempvill be designed to translate the modeling goal
into a random sample of regional households thihth@icontacted for inclusion in the study. Fag th
pilot, however, a separate sampling scheme was, asedthat focused on reaching households in
three specific geographies: Chicago (60613 and®@& codes), Downer’s Grove, and Woodstock.
This section of the report focuses on the perfogearf the pilot sample in order to determine how
households in different areas of the region migispond to requests for participation in the full
study.

For the pilot, a total of 3,713 telephone numbessfan RDD sampling frame were generated for use
in this portion of the pilot test (the passive séargs discussed in the previous section was aaepar
effort and not used in the active recruitment portdf the pilot). Fielding of this sample resuliad
the recruitment of 275 households to participatinéstudy and the collection of travel data frds0 1
households. In addition to knowing the total numbkparticipating households, it is important to
understand the level of effort required to attraetain, and obtain travel data from these housishol
The response rate calculation is the best meastinesdevel of effort.

The overall response rate is the product of theureent and retrieval response rates. As shown in
Table E-1, the overall recruitment rate for thepstudy was 17%, and the retrieval rate was 55%.
This means the overall response rate for the pélst was 9%. In other words, 9% of all eligible
households that were contacted during recruitmimbately provided trip data. This rate is much
lower than anticipated, but reflective of the shaihdow of recruitment (if we had continued
recruitment longer, the sample would have yieldemtenrecruits). Table E-1 also shows response
rates by geography, whether the short or long rmeemt script was administered, and by travel
group (one-day place-based, two-day place-basemhesday activity).

The formula used for the response rate calculdtikes into account sample attempted but for which
contact was never made. A second indicator, whiclvides a much stronger sense of respondent
reaction to the survey, is the ratio of recruitediseholds to all eligible households contactecdher t
“participation rate.” This rate is 53%. So 53% aif households contacted that were eligible to
participate agreed to participate, and of them, B&%aally followed through. Using this method of
measuring response suggests that respondent retctioe survey was stronger than indicated in the
traditional calculation of recruitment rates (whishbiased against studies with short time frames
such as this pilot). However, the retrieval ratéoiver then experienced in most recent studies.

Sixteen respondents returned their travel logsr dfte surveying period had ended. If those 16
surveys were included in the retrieval rate cakoe it would bring the level of participation wp
60%, which is more reasonable for an area of i sin addition, this pilot tested several forais
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surveys (as will be discussed later in this segtidrhis clearly had an impact on participatioresads

well.
TABLE E-1: RESPONSE AND PARTICIPATION RATES
Recruitment  Retrieval Overall Recruit Rate Retrieval Overall
Rate Rate Response (Participation) Rate Participation
Rate Rate

Overall 17.1% 54.5% 9.3% 52.7% 54.5% 28.7%
Chicago 24.1% 44 4% 10.7% 64.3% 44.4% 28.5%
Downer’s Grove 14.7% 58.2% 25.3% 51.9% 58.2% 30.2%
Woodstock 13.7% 61.3% 8.4% 44.0% 61.3% 27.0%
Short Recruit and Retrieve 17.9% 52.7% 9.4% 55.0% 52.7% 29.0%
Long Recruit and Retrieve 16.3% 48.1% 7.8% 50.2% 48.1% 241%
1-day Place 56.4% 56.4%
2-day Place 51.2% 51.2%
1-day Activity 49.4% 49.4%

The following are specific answers to the pilotttesaluation questions. Overall, the sample
performed well. Careful sample management willréguired during the study to make sure that
sample is not dialed too quickly at the start @& fhroject, as this will lead to the need for more
sample that is not dialed as fully towards the agion of the data collection effort -- which also
suppresses response rates.

a)

b)

How well did the sample “fit” within the study areboundaries? The RDD sample included
two types of telephone numbers: “listed” and “stdd.” The “listed” sample included those
telephone numbers for which name and address wasrkiprior to the initial recruitment
contact. The “unlisted” sample was comprised bfed¢éphone numbers for which name and/or
complete address were not known prior to the sifatthe project (for example, some directory
listings provide a name, but no address informatioflUnlisted” sample also included the
traditional “unlisted” sample, commonly recognized those numbers not listed in the
telephone directory.

The sample was ordered based on the probabilitythiearesidential telephone exchanges were
associated with the three target geographies. evhiation question at issue here is that of
accuracy Accuracy is important because we want to focus i@cruitment efforts on
households we know live within the study area.th#f sample accuracy rate is too low, that
means we spend too many interviewer hours talkiitly iweligible households (i.e., those that
live outside of the study area).

We measure accuracy by first assuming that the Igasgecifications and generation steps
yielded a high proportion of sample within the stadea. We then review the call outcomes to
determine how many contacted households fell withenstudy area. In the case of this pilot,
of the 3,713 pieces of sample, we made contact 52t households. Of those, we recruited
275. All households were found to reside withire thtudy area. We also reached 39
commercial locations, even though we had requestgdential only sample. This is common
with RDD sample and the proportion of non-residantiumbers (39/3713 or 1%) is much
lower then that typically encountered.

In sum, the sample “fit” the area fairly well andhile we will monitor accuracy during the full
study, we do not anticipate it to cause signifidasties.

What were the response ratesRs described earlier in this section, the overadiponse rate
was 9% using the traditional calculation (which gngsses the response rate in studies that are
of short duration such as this pilot). This wasesult of a 16% recruitment rate and a 55%
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c)

d)

completion rate. If we consider only recruitmemthouseholds actually contacted (i.e., we
exclude numbers that were still “working” and couldve yielded additional recruits), the
participation rate would be 29%, which is much mareange with our expectations.

Response and participation rates were highest wneds Grove and lowest in Woodstock.

The low response rates in Woodstock may be indieaif respondents feeling that they don’t
travel to Chicago or they don’t use public transd,the survey doesn’t pertain to them. This
suggests that the materials for Woodstock and atbtlying counties (like Grundy) may need

different letters and brochures (we recommendraijothe information pieces but maintaining

the same travel logs).

From the perspective of short and long surveysréhponse and participation rates were higher
for those with the shorter interviews. The diffege is more difficult to detect in the response
rates, but the participation rates for the shdsrinews were 5% higher than those of the long
interviews. This was expected due to the highgpoadent burden.

Finally, the impact of the travel log type on retl rates show the highest retrieval rates for
the 1-day place-based logs, and the lowest ratdbdal-day day activity log. The white paper
on the data items necessary for the travel behawentory will discuss the implications of the
differing levels of data and detail with regardsrtodeling options in future years.

How do the response rates compare with those of parable studies?As indicated above,
the response rates achieved during the pilot werehnower than those experienced in recent
household travel surveys. We believe that twoofasctontributed to this lower response rate.
First, the pilot was conducted over a short tinanie and the sample was not fully exhausted.
Thus, the number of recruits achieved from the sarf8¥5) does not reflect the full yield had
the same sample been dialed for a longer time gherf®econd, this pilot tested three methods
for obtaining travel data: a one-day place-basegd dotwo-day place-based log, and a one-day
activity-based log.

For what reasons do households refuse to particgfatThe interviewers encountered a total
of 1,638 households that refused to participateefugals were tracked in three categories:
those that hung up during the introduction (42%)pse who were vehement about their
decision not to participate (15%), and those whditgdp refused with reasons that the

interviewer felt could be overcome if the househwigre called again (43%). The level of
refusals, in general, was higher than that encoedten recent studies and varied by
geography. The proportion of hang-ups was higime€hicago (41%), and lowest in Downer’s
Grove (39%). Hard (vehement) refusals were highestVoodstock (16%) and lowest in

Chicago (13%). In terms of respondent cooperatios,interviewers felt that recruitment was
harder than in other regions of the US, as respusdequired a lot of explanations before
agreeing to participate.

How well did the resultant data set match censlaga? Given that the sample was randomly

generated for the three geographic areas, the ejmerwas that the households in the pilot
data set would be representative of the study pogailation. Differences between survey

participants and census might suggest non-resgmase The non-response bias impacts the
travel behavior inventory only if the travel chaeatstics of those missing from the inventory

are statistically different from those that pagatied. Key demographic variables from the
survey were compared to those for the three zigodAs shown in Table E-2, the survey

respondents were predominantly non-minority, tegdowards the higher income ranges and
older age brackets as compared to census.
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TABLE E-2: SURVEY DATA AS COMPARED TO CENSUS DATA

Variables Survey Data Census Data Difference
% % %
Household Size
1 43.3% 44.7% -1.4%
2 35.3% 29.7% +5.6%
3 8.7% 10.8% 2.1%
4+ 12.7% 14.7% -2.0%
Household Vehicles
0 14.7% 28.4% -13.7%
1 38.0% 43.3% -5.3%
2 39.3% 22.3% +17.0%
3+ 8.0% 5.9% +2.14%
Household Income
< $25k 9.8% 27.3% -17.5%
$25 - < $50k 30.1% 27.5% +2.6%
$50k- < $75k 23.3% 18.9% +4.4%
$75k + 36.8% 26.4% +10.4%
Residence Type
Single family 54.0% 21.0% +33.0%
All other types 46.0% 79.0% -33.0%
Respondent Age
<20 19.7% 19.9% 0.2%
20-24 1.7% 7.7% 6.0%
25-54 41.4% 53.7% -12.3%
55 - 64 21.4% 7.3% +14.1%
65+ 15.9% 11.4% +4.5%
Respondent Ethnicity
White 93.3% 72.0% +21.3%
Black/African American 2.7% 10.8% -8.1%
Other 4.0% 17.3% -13.3%

Census Data obtained from American FactFindertferthree pilot geographies then
combined for display purposes in Table E-2.
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RECRUITMENT CALL AND RESPONDENT PACKET MAILING

The purpose of the recruitment call was to intrediine respondent to the study and, if the respdnden
agreed to participate, obtain demographics importanthe study goals. All pilot recruitment
activities took place September 8 through Septer@demith packets mailed from Septembef"11
through September 25 Two-hundred seventy-five households agreed tticjzate in the study.
Respondent packets were mailed to all. The folhgws an evaluation of the recruitment/respondent
packet process:

a)

b)

d)

f)

How many calls resulted in contact with eligible taseholds? Out of the 3,715 telephone

numbers selected for use in the pilot test, contaag made with 526 eligible households or
14%. Eighteen percent of the numbers dialed weedigible (disconnects, fax, or non-

household numbers) and contact could not be mattethe remaining 68% during the short
time in which pilot recruitment occurred. The podon of ineligible numbers is actually

lower than the average of 40 to 45% experiencedbthier studies, but the proportion of
eligibility unknown numbers is higher, reflectingmsple that was released later in the
recruitment process to counteract lost sample adueftisals, but which was not fully dialed.

On average, how many call attempts were requireddach a household?On average, 4.04
call attempts were made to each telephone numbéook an average of 3.18 call attempts to
make contact with households that ultimately weuited, while all other telephone numbers
were dialed 4.11 times on average. In the fultgtwe will attempt each number up to 6
times.

How many households agreed to participate in theudst? Two-hundred seventy-five
households agreed to participate in the surveyis Whas short of our goal for the pilot of 300,
due largely to the higher proportion of refusalsamtered.

What was the average interview lengththe average interview length was 19 minutes. The
“short” survey version averaged 16 minutes and|thy” was 21 minutes, on average. Table
E-3 shows the average interview length by housesiatl

TABLE E-3: RECRUITMENT INTERVIEW LENGTH BY HH SIZE

Household Size Short Interview Long Interview Overall

1 12.53 min 17.42 min 15.01 min
2 18.19 min 21.45 min 19.55 min
3 23.43 min 29.33 min 26.16 min
4+ 20.25 min 23.27 min 22.00 min
Total 16.55 min 20.54 min 18.47 min

What was the interviewer productivitydnterviewers averaged 0.64 completed surveys for
every hour of dialing effort in the CATI system.hi$ equates to one complete recruitment
interview every 1.56 hours.

How did the recruitment instruments perform, onsl? Where can they be improved?
Interviewers reported that the respondents weremfartable answering questions about call
screening technology and how often they screers.calln addition, the questions about
interruptions in telephone service (long used psoay for non-telephone households) did not
yield anyone with interrupted service of more tithan weeks, suggesting that these questions
should be removed. Interviewers clearly felt ttta long recruitment interview was more
difficult to administer, although most respondedits take the time to answer all the questions
once they got started with the interview. Finadifter the first two nights of interviewing, the
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9)

h)

introduction was modified to be more direct. Theised (shorter) introduction was felt to be
much more effective in securing participation frbouseholds.

How did the recruitment instrument perform in i@s of item non-response? Twenty
variables had item non-response:

Vehicle data 4 vehicles were missing vehicle year, and 3alebiwere missing vehicle
model.

Household Data 2 households refused type of internet, 17 hanlgshrefused income (6%)

Person Data 2 refused age, 1 refused race and Hispanicrprigirefused to indicate whether
the household member with a disability had a deshlitense plate, 1 refused driver’s license,
1 refused employment status and volunteer stattefuded work status, 2 refused to comment
on the persons typical use of bike and transigf@sed work location, 3 refused work mode, 2
refused to indicate whether a personal vehicle meesled while at work, 2 refused telework
status, 3 refused to comment on work schedule,fissed prior work location, 4 refused
educational attainment, 1 refused student statd&lrPt know mode to school.

How many households responded to the passiveling# Did those that did respond differ
significantly from those that were recruited ovehd telephone? The passive recruitment
effort was evaluated based on five questions:

1. How many households participated?

Of the 1,000 recruitment packets mailed, 77 wetarmed as non-deliverable, reducing the

base for this analysis to 923 pieces of addressebaample. Of the 923 pieces of address-
based sample, 53 household questionnaires werelemupnd returned, for a 6% response

rate. This level of participation is lower thenatlihas been experienced in other studies (10%
or greater).

2. How effective was the $2 bill in inducing participation?

For these 53 households that returned the houseghektionnaire, 44 (83%) had been provided
a $2 incentive in the recruitment packet. Onlyd@ideholds that did not receive an incentive
returned the questionnaire. Thus it can be coeduthat return rates were higher for
households that had been provided an incentiveocagpared to those that had not been
provided an incentive. However, both groups extaiiextremely low response rates overall.
Given that the cost of mailing the passive recraittnpackets was approximately $1.55 per
mailing (printing, postage, and labor to prepame rimilouts and process the returns), this cost
should be measured against the true value of theiyeatest: did we enlist participation from
household members that we ordinarily would not Raéis is answered in questions 3 and 4.

3. Were we able to reach and secure participation from househol ds where we had an address
but no telephone number?

For these 53 households that returned the housejelstionnaire, 20 (37%) had no telephone
numbers in the address-based sample file (meahatigie would not have contacted them for
recruitment). Thus for the majority, we would hdeen able to contact them by telephone. So
the limited returns provided only a small propantimf households without telephone numbers.

4. Were the participants from the passive sample statigtically different in terms of
demographics or travel patterns from survey participants that were recruited through the
telephone-based sample?

The greater question (that would indicate the passnailing is worth the cost) is whether
households participated in the study through thesipa mailing were different from those who
participated by telephone contact. Table E-4 shihwesdemographic differences between the
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passive sample respondents who returned the hddsghestionnaire and sample respondents
from the active sample. As indicated therein, lebiotds were of the same size, although those
in the passive sample owned slightly more vehitlemn those in the RDD sample. The
greatest differences were with regards to tenukk call screening behavior. The passive
sample included more households that were newehdoregion as compared to the RDD
sample and were more likely to use Privacy Man&gacreen their calls. Finally, the passive
sample reported travel behavior of transit and maerized travel mirrored that of the RDD
households.

Thus the main differences between the passive sahffuseholds that completed a household
guestionnaire and the RDD households that provitled details over the phone is that the
passive households were newer to the region and likety to use Privacy Manager to screen
their calls. If the trip rates of those househatdsver to the region differ statistically from
those who have lived in the region for a longeriqukrthen the passive approach should be
considered. Otherwise, it adds little value tophaect.

TABLE E-4: DIFFERENCES IN PASSIVE AND RDD SAMPLE HOUSEHOLDS

Variables Passive HH (n=53) RDD HH (n=150)
% %
Household Size
1 43.4% 43.3%
2 34.0% 35.3%
3 9.4% 8.7%
4+ 13.2% 12.7%
Household Vehicles
0 5.7% 14.7%
1 47.2% 38.0%
2 32.1% 39.3%
3+ 15.0% 8.0%
Residence Type
Single family - detached 41.5% 54.0%
Single family - attached 11.3% 7.3%
Apartment/Condo 43.4% 38.7%
All other types 3.8% 0.0%
Tenure in this Location
<1year 11.3% 6.0%
At least 1 but less than 2 years 15.1% 5.0%
At least 2 but less than 5 years 35.8% 18.0%
At least 5 but less than 10 years 3.8% 22.0%
10 years or more 34.0% 48.7%
Call Screening*
Answering Machine 2.85 2.88
Caller ID 1.79 3.72
Privacy Manager 3.29 2.39
Ride bus or train at least once a week
Yes 37.7% 38.0%
No 62.3% 62.0%
Walk or bike to work or school
Yes 18.9% 18.0%
No 81.1% 82.0%

*Mean reflects a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being meared 5 being always use to screen calls.
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5. Why did the non-participants in the passive sample elect not to return the household
questionnaire?

A debrief of non-participants that were mailed ftessive recruitment packet gives us
valuable insights on the impact of this survey loa participation rates of the respondents.
This debrief was conducted with 36 of the passam@e households where a telephone
number was available in addition to the househdtifess.

« Only 28% of the respondents could recall receivngpackage about the survey.
Furthermore, 40% of these respondents who coulolleet receiving a package could
not remember the contents of the package. Intagdgtithe inclusion of an incentive did
not help with recall of the package. As shown @blg E-5, only 6 of the 36 respondents
debriefed had both received an incentive and retdte packet. As indicated earlier,
most of those that had received the passive mailing returned their household
guestionnaire had received an incentive. But githext most apparently did not even
look at the contents of the mailing, if this apmioas to be used in the full study, the
outside packaging should be reformatted to be msioiléng and eye catching.

TABLE E-5: PASSIVE HOUSEHOLDS RECALL OF PACKET RECEIPT

Recalled Packet Incentive No Incentive Total (n=36)
(n=20) (n=16)
Yes 6 4 10
No 14 12 26
Total 20 16 36

* More than half of the respondents who could repatieiving a package had similar
demographic characteristics, primarily, they bekahtp single-member households who
ride the bus at least once a week, and walk or toilsehool once a week; owned zero or
one vehicle; and have been living more than 5 yattiseir current location. This clearly
indicates that the respondents who use transithand one or no vehicles available to
them remembered the package.

» Finally, 39% of the respondents stated that theylevbe interested in participating in a
future survey if we were to call them. Those whauldonot participate largely cited that
they didn’t travel much or didn’'t use public trapg@ation and thus the survey didn’t
pertain to them.

In sum, the passive recruitment effort is not resmnded in its current form for the full study as
a general mailing. The returns were marginal (8#@hpared to the costs ($1.55 per survey).
When the respondents open and reviewed the packirials, the incentive did serve as an
inducement to participation, but the outside ernpelwvas not arresting enough to encourage most
to open the packet.

Those who did enter the survey through the pasgeriitment effort were mainly households
that were newer to the area and use Privacy Managaning they would not likely be included
in an RDD sample and if so, would not be answetiirggy phones. In reviewing the actual travel
reported by households that participated in thetpihe difference in trip rates based on tenure in
the region showed that those living in the regesslthan 2 years reported fewer trips. However,
this was not statistically different from the lewadl trip-making reported by those living in the
region for more than 2 years. Thus, the captureeafcomers to the region through this approach
does not provide travel details different from wih&tcaptured through the active telephone
recruitment.
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i) How can training be improved? Comments and feedback from interviewers indicated
recruitment training sufficiently prepared them fioe recruitment. Most comments focused on
the retrieval training and these are noted in g Bection.

REMINDER CALLS AND RETRIEVAL

A reminder call was placed to each of the recruitedseholds the day prior to their assigned travel
day. Travel days were assigned from Septemb&rt80September 30th. The purpose of the
reminder call was twofold: to confirm receipt cigket and to answer last minute questions. Data
retrieval began the day following the travel dayabrthe appointed date and time. The following
guestions were used to evaluate the reminder drielvad call process:

a) How many calls resulted in contact with eligiblouseholds during the reminder callFifty-
one percent of reminder attempts resulted in aesstal contact and reminder. This is higher
than usually encountered (typically, we reach dmetof the households, leave messages for
another third, and have no contact with the lagd}h It is reflective of updated sample
management techniques available with upgraded C¥oftware, which “shares” recruitment
sample details directly with the retrieval program.

b) How many households had problems with receipttioéir packets? What type of problems?
Two households reported receiving the wrong typeravel log. They should have received
activity logs but instead received 48-hour logs.

c) What types of questions were asked during thmireer call? A few respondents requested
clarification on what constituted an activity. Aw others requested clarification on what to
record for what length of time.

d) On average, how many call attempts were requitedreach a household for retrieval?On
average, it took 8.5 call attempts to reach a hHmlde Households considered as “completes”
were contacted 6.2 times, on average. Those ithatod complete the study were contacted 10.9
times, on average. This is within the expectedyeam terms of level of effort to reach
households for retrieval.

e) What was the average interview length for retad? The average retrieval interview lasted 27.7
minutes. The long interviews averaged 31.1 minuidsle the short retrieval interviews lasted
24.5 minutes. While the difference between theyland short interviews averaged 7 minutes,
the impact of the long interview on respondent bardan be seen in the difference in interview
length for the large households: 32 minutes fahart interview vs. 47 minutes for a long
interview (15 minute difference).

TABLE E-6: RETRIEVAL INTERVIEW LENGTH BY HH SIZE

Household Size Short Interview Long Interview Overall
1 18.65 min 22.97 min 20.80 min
2 25.79 min 32.38 min 28.56 min
3 38.29 min 39.17 min 38.69 min
4+ 31.57 min 47.36 min 41.22 min
Total 24.53 min 31.13 min 27.71 min
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f) What was the interviewer productivity for retial? In the place-based retrieval program,
interviewers completed 106 full retrieval interview 142 hours of logged-in time for an average
of 0.75 completes per hour or 1.34 hours per cotmpleln the activity-based program,
interviewers completed 40 full retrieval intervieins64.7 hours an average of 0.62 completes per
hour or 1.62 hours per complete.

g) How did the retrieval instrument perform, ovetal Where can it be improved®Respondents
were frustrated with the activity-based survey #dmel need to record all their activity details,
especially those unrelated to travel. Across aitl/ey types, respondents found the questions
regarding time precision (if time was reported aacdly on the hour, was it a little before or
after) and location of place in relation to homel avork to be annoying and often not relevant.
In addition, most addresses provided were crosetst(which at the time of the pilot, the on-line
geocoding tool was designed only for complete asfdrgeocoding). Finally, the transit
sequencing was new, and required modification #fieeffirst night of interviewing.

h) How did the retrieval instrument perform in tersnof item non-response? The retrieval
guestionnaires performed well. Non-response fohearvey (place-based vs. activity-based) is
noted below.

= Place-based Retrieval- 6 places couldn’'t be placed in relation to hoamel work, 13
different places couldn’t be characterized in teohérequency of visits, 14 places couldn’t
be coded in terms of whether this was a regulation to perform this activity, 7 places had
“don’t know” for typical modes to that place, 7 pés refused mode, 1 place had “don’t
know” for where parked (proxy report) — that sam@ce had no information for parking
payment, 1 additional place didn’t have parkingrpagt information, 2 route numbers were
unknown, for 4 places, respondents were unablensaver the access distance walked, fare
payment type was unknown for 4 places, 1 egresditotwas unknown, and for 2 places, it
was unknown if a car was available.

= Activity-based Retrieval - 4 activity locations couldn’t be placed in rébat to home and
work, 4 different locations couldn’t be charactedan terms of frequency of visits, 1 activity
refused which household vehicle driven, 3 actigitiead “don’t know” for where parked
(proxy report) 1 activity didn’t have parking paymenformation, route was unknown for 2
activities, for 6 activities, and 1 egress locatrzas unknown.

i) What were the completion rates across the thegveys? Table E-7 shows the retrieval rates
for the three survey types, and for both long dmattssurveys. As indicated in that table, the 1-
day place-based survey had the highest retrietes (84% overall), the activity-based had tffe 2
highest retrieval rates (49%), and the 2-day plzsed had the lowest (48%). The interview
length itself didn’t impact the retrieval ratesn-fact, the households with the 1-day place-based
long interviews had the highest retrieval rate$&%. Interview length did matter for the 2-day
households, as to be expected.
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TABLE E-7: DIFFERENCES IN RETRIEVAL RATES

Short Interview Long Interview Overall
1-day Place - Recruit 56 47 103
1-day Place - Retrieved 34 32 66
1-day Place - Rate 60.7% 68.1% 64.1%
2-day Place-Recruit 47 40 87
2-day Place-Retrieve 24 18 42
2-day Place-Rate 51.1% 45.0% 48.3%
Activity-Recruit 43 42 85
Activity-Retrieve 20 22 42
Activity-Rate 46.5% 52.4% 49.4%

Incentives ($10 each) were provided to 68 househ(8& 2-day place-based and 33 activity-
based households) in the respondent packets. Ea8lshows the differences in retrieval rates
for the households that received an incentiveheasé that did not. The incentive had little impact
in retrieval rates for the 2-day place-based grddpwever, for the activity households, the
retrieval rates for those that received the ineenivere double that of the activity households that
did not receive an incentive. This suggests thtte 2-day place-based approach is selected, a
larger incentive is needed. But, if the activigypeoach is selected for the full study, the $10
incentive should be sufficient.

TABLE E-8: IMPACT OF INCENTIVE ON RETRIEVAL RATES

Incentive No Incentive Overall
1-day Place - Recruit 103 103
1-day Place - Retrieved 66 66
1-day Place - Rate 64.1% 64.1%
2-day Place-Recruit 35 52 87
2-day Place-Retrieve 17 25 42
2-day Place-Rate 48.6% 48.1% 48.3%
Activity-Recruit 33 52 85
Activity-Retrieve 25 17 42
Activity-Rate 75.8% 32.7% 49.4%

i)  What were the completion rates for those thaspended to the passive mailing vs. those that
were recruited by phoneNo passive sample household questionnaires weeévegtin time for
inclusion in the retrieval portion of the pilot.

k) How can training be improved?Three specific areas have been identified for imgnaent by
project staff and interviewers. First, the conagfid landmark in the Chicago region is perceived
differently by respondents — when interviewers sklandmark, they are asking for a nearby
store or business. In the Chicago region, paditypthe city of Chicago itself, “landmark” refers
to historic landmarks such as the Water Tower. o8écinterviewers need more training on the
transit systems — how respondents use the trarsggra, how the respondents refer to bus stops
and stations, and how prevalent bus stops areghoui the region. Finally, if the activity-based
approach is selected, interviewers need more trgion what is an activity and how this relates
to transportation planning, so that they can bditda questions from the respondents.
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QUALITY ASSURANCE

The recruitment, travel and activity data were pesed and assembled into delivery files. Data
checks included both manual as well as electroawews of the data. As an additional measure,
respondents were asked to return their travel 10 contents of the travel logs were compared to
the data obtained during the telephone retrievirnimew. The following is an evaluation of the
guality control process:

a)

b)

d)

Were 100% of the retrieved households delivered2s, all retrieved households were
delivered. This included 3 partial completes (veheot all household members participated) as
well as 147 fully completed households.

Did the electronic edit check program work as inged? If not, what requires correction?
The edit check program for the place-based tras&d orked appropriately. Given the time
constraints of the pilot, the activity data weredked, but using a series of queries and visual
reviews rather than via an electronic program. tRerplace-based data, the main issue (which
could be addressed at this stage or with intervidvagning and CATI re-programming) was
the need to set an anchor for thH¥ @ay of travel (in the case of the 2-day place-ase
households). In addition, if a 2-day approachsisd the edit check will need to be modified to
look for day 1/day 2 consistencies and completeness

Did all questions and responses on all survey instrents conform to skip patterns¥es.

How can the quality assurance task be improvedRgain, the 3 different approaches to
capture travel included many more challenges threneapected in the full study, when all
surveys will be collected using one approach. mMaén updates planned for the full study are
the integration of a transit checking (route/padiidation) and speed checks for all trips
reported, which will be instituted regardless af gurvey approach.

PROJECT STAFF DEBRIEFS

After each stage of the pilot study was completbd,project team met and debriefed on individual
and team performance, and commented on the insttsmmanuals, and other project materials
supplied for that stage. From these debriefsitam lessons learned included:

= General Testing the various methods for capturing tralletlay, 2-day and activity) added

challenges to the pilot test because the data aoatddhll be treated within one system (it was

almost like running three surveys in parallel). abidition, the activity survey required a separate
method for processing and quality control checks@spared to the place-based approaches.
For interviewers and field supervisor, having npiéi approaches and CATI programs also

proved challenging. We strongly recommend selgcmly one approach (place-based or

activity-based) for the full study rather than xed-approach. If the team and panel recommend
multiple-approaches, we will internally set themasgpthree separate projects.

Transit Travel: A new method for capturing transit trip detailsswenplemented for the pilot
test. The initial design required adjustmentsrafte first night of interviewing, and subsequently
seemed to flow better for both the interviewer grerespondents. Prior to implementing the full
study with the chosen method for collecting trip®, plan to review the logic with project team
members who live and work in the Chicago area awichent the flow of the data in terms of
processing the results (the CATI flow was basednamber of transit vehicles used while
processing was not). This is the area where iigeers felt they needed more training as well as
in-field tools (note: the updated e-CATI softwdme on-line geocoding will have a transit
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component for the full study, which will addressmeoof the information needs the interviewers
had).

Recruitment interview: Interviewers have suggested, if the activitydmhsapproach is
employed, that the recruitment script be strengtlldn explain the activity approach, as they feel

it will help respondents understand the materidiemthey arrive (if the place-based approach is
employed, no changes are necessary).

In general, staff felt they were adequately pregphaaad had the necessary tools and training to
conduct the study.
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RESPONDENT DEBRIEFS

In addition to discussing the project activitiesdaesults with project staff, the respondents were
asked specific questions about their experiendberstudy. Comments and observations from this
important pool of participants are summarized here.

a) Did they use their travel logs to record theiavel? As indicated in Table E-9, 63% of
respondents (typically the main respondent in éactsehold) reported using their logs to
record the necessary details. By geography, rekgmis in Downer’'s Grove were most likely
to use their log, while those in Chicago were lé&sty. In terms of survey approach,
respondents in the activity-based approach west léaly to use their logs, while the 1-day
place-based respondents were most likely.

TABLE E-9: DEBRIEF DETAILS: USING LOGS

Use Log Didn't Use Log Didn't Indicate Total
Overall 63.3% 26.6% 10.2% 100%
Chicago 55.3% 34.2% 10.5% 100%
Downer's Grove 70.6% 23.5% 5.9% 100%
Woodstock 61.5% 23.1% 15.4% 100%
1-day Place 75.9% 20.4% 3.7% 100%
2-day Place 64.9% 21.6% 13.5% 100%
1-day Activity 43.2% 40.5% 16.2% 100%

b) For those respondents who used their travel logas the log used to record travel during the
course of the day or at the end of the day (in ospect?) Half of the respondents reported
using their logs throughout the day and the otladfrihdicated they filled it out at the end of
the day. As indicated in Table E-10, respondentshicago were most likely to use the logs
throughout the day, while those in Downer’s Groverevmost likely to complete them at the
end of the day. In terms of travel groups, theag-glace-based group was most likely to
complete the logs as the day progressed, whil@ti@y and activity respondents were more
likely to fill them out at the end of the day.

TABLE E-10: DEBRIEF DETAILS: WHEN LOGS WERE COMPLETED

Throughout At End of Day Total
Day

Overall 50.6% 49.4% 100%
Chicago 66.7% 33.3% 100%
Downer's Grove 38.9% 61.1% 100%
Woodstock 54.2% 45.8% 100%
1-day Place 56.1% 43.9% 100%
2-day Place 45.8% 54.2% 100%
1-day Activity 43.8% 56.3% 100%

To recap log usage details, respondents from Cbieage least likely to report using their
logs, but when they did, the logs were used througthe day (which yields the highest quality
data). Downer’'s Grove respondents were most likelyse their logs, but tended to complete
them at the end of the day. The respondents asbignthe 1-day place-based group both were
most likely to use their logs and most likely to stw throughout the day. Activity approach
respondents were least likely to use their log, eveh then, the majority completed it at the
end of the travel day.
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d)

f)

9)

What influenced them to participate in the stutlyWe asked respondents what influenced
them to participate in the study. Almost half (47¥dicated it was a general concern about
transportation, one-fourth (25%) indicated it wag trecruitment call, and 14% cited the
advance letter. Four percent wanted to help, debisavas the incentive, and 2% said someone
else in the household committed them to doingThe other reasons for doing the survey
included “I'm nice,” “You caught me off guard,” aril was a government study.”

Having completed the study, did they feel that adequately described what participation
would entail? Most respondents (84%) felt that we had adequatgiyained the survey task.
For those that did not feel they were adequategpgred, some felt thahe recruitment
interview didn’t properly inform them about the & they would need to record (activity and
2-day approach), a few were confused about thescade recording times (these were mainly
2-day respondents), and others simply weren’t sidrat to do when they first got the packet
(but the information there helped them figure iY)drespondents from all approaches).

What information did they think was most impornato convey to other respondents as we
contact them about the studyExplaining the purpose of the study and whatdda would be
used for was the most common response, as wasrergldow much time the survey would
take (if not a 1-day place-based survey). Confidéty was an important issue to the
respondents, as was understanding what the regoltisl be used for. The results were fairly
consistent across respondent groups, both by geloges well as survey approach.

What is the best way to get information out tegple in your community about the survey?
Newspaper was the top recommendation, followedheydombined mail/phone approached
used in the pilot. Other suggestions included nstesies on TV and radio, as well as
community group leaders.

How did they record their timesMore than half the respondents indicated they tisedime
source throughout the day to note the times thag waveling or performing activities. And
most respondents recorded the actual times. Cadbiith the details of log usage reported
earlier, the general finding seems to be that thwlse use the logs do so in the prescribed
manner (carrying it with them to record resultsotighout the day and using the same time
source). This bodes well for the quality of théada
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CONCLUSIONS

The pilot test was designed as a “dress reheaasal”allowed for the full evaluation of the survey
procedures from sample generation to data filegyegn. In addition, it provides detailed data fo
analysis as part of the white paper effort, desigioeprovide final recommendations for the desin of
the inventory. Overall, the pilot test was sucfidss terms of the procedures and collection of
necessary data. These conclusions focus on five aneas: sampling, outreach, approach, data, and
budget.

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

Sampling. The pilot results raise several issues to be emdéd in the white paper on
sampling. These include (1) how or should the daten community meetings (non-
probability samples) can be incorporated into Hrgdly probability-based inventory, (2) how
the participation and response rates resulting ftben pilot might impact sample size and
sample orders, (3) whether there is a need fomtretelephone imputation questions. The
sampling plan itself (to be developed after thedtre of the inventory is finalized, should
present sample management strategies that balanageed for reasonable response rates vs.
interviewer productivity and maintaining projechedule.

oureach- The insights from the community group meetingsvigte important details for the
design of the inventory, particularly the outreaftort but also the materials themselves. The
white paper should address how outreach shoulétzd out on the project and what material
design features should be considered based owgipartt input.

Data. A large focus of this pilot was to test the raspent reactions to the different
approaches for obtaining travel data. Participatites varied greatly by survey type, and in
addition, respondent reaction to some of the praetes not positive. The challenge for this
white paper is to prioritize the optional data edents tested in the long survey versions such
that respondent burden can be balanced with inieotmtent. In addition, the most important
recommendation to come from this white paper walltb recommend the survey approach (1-
day place-based, 2-day place-based, or activitgd)as

Survey Modes. The pilot findings speak perhaps most clearlyn identification of survey
modes. In particular, the passive mailing yieldedy little returns, and those that did
participate from this mode didn’t exhibit statislly different travel patterns from the data
obtained from the RDD sample. In addition, the dovparticipation rates in Woodstock
suggest the need to tailor the materials for théyiog counties to improve participation. The
pilot debrief provides good insight into respondasage of the survey materials, to help inform
the recommendations from this paper. Finally, wiete paper should identify who should
receive incentives and in what amount.

Budget. Once the inventory design is finalized, the budgdl need to be re-examined. In
particular, the survey length is approximately whais originally budgeted but the response
rates are much lower than anticipated. In additiba pilot has provided solid statistics that
can be used to incorporate the final survey apjroac

The data results are contained in Appendices ABatadthis report.
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APPENDIX A: RECRUITMENT RESULTS

Chicago Travel & Activity Survey
Recruitment Interview — Pilot Results

N=275 HH

Screener Questions — asked of everyone

S3 And my records show that you live in [COUNTY] county. Is this correct?
S4 IF NO TO S3: In which county do you live?

County Breakdown COOK DUPAGE MCHENRY Total
N 97 98 80 275
& 35.27% 35.64% 29.09% 100.00%
S5 Does anyone in your household ride the bus or train at least once a week?
. Total
Transit Use | cOOK; N=97 | DUPAGE; N=98 | MCHENRY: N=80
% % % %
YES 82.47% 21.43% 15.19% 41.24%
NO 17.53% 78.57% 84.81% 58.76%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

DK/RF - (1) MCHENRY

S6 Does anyone in your household walk or bike to work or school at least once a week?

Non-motorized Travel | COOK; N=97 | DUPAGE; N=98 | MCHENRY: N=80 Tol
% % % %
Yes 26.80% 18.37% 12.50% 19.64%
No 73.20% 81.63% 87.50% 80.36%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

in your household?

# Motor Vehicles | cCOOK; N=97 | DUPAGE; N=98 | MCHENRY: N=80 Tol
% % % %
None 32.99% 3.06% 7.50% 14.91%
1 49.48% 27.55% 32.50% 36.73%
2 14.43% 54.08% 42.50% 36.73%
3 3.09% 14.29% 15.00% 10.55%
4 0.00% 1.02% 1.25% 0.73%
5 0.00% 0.00% 1.25% 0.36%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
Mean 0.88 1.83 1.74 1.47
Standard Error 0.08 0.08 0.10 0.06
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H1. How many people, including yourself, live in your home?

. Total
Household Size | cCOOK; N=97 | DUPAGE; N=98 | MCHENRY: N=80
% % % %
1 48.45% 27.55% 35.00% 37.09%
2 42.27% 38.78% 32.50% 38.18%
3 3.09% 12.24% 15.00% 9.82%
4 5.15% 15.31% 10.00% 10.18%
5 1.03% 5.10% 5.00% 3.64%
6 0.00% 1.02% 2.50% 1.09%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
Mean 1.68 2.35 2.25 2.08
Standard Error 0.09 0.12 0.15 0.07

Hla How many of those people depend on you or other household adults to assist them

travel?
Total
# Dependents COOK; N=97 | DUPAGE; N=98 | MCHENRY: N=80
% % % %
0 78.0% 54.9% 63.5% 64.2%
1 10.0% 21.1% 11.5% 15.0%
2 10.0% 16.9% 15.4% 14.5%
3 2.0% 5.6% 1.9% 3.%
4 0.0% 1.4% 3.8% 1.7%
5 0.0% 0.0% 1.9% 0.6%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
Mean 0.36 0.77 2.63 1.21
Standard Error 0.11 0.12 1.90 0.57

S7 Do you or anyone in your household attend a college or university in the region at least one day a week?

Attend College COOK; N=97 | DUPAGE; N=98 | MCHENRY: N=80 Tol
% % % %
Yes 17.53% 13.27% 20.00% 16.73%
No 82.47% 86.73% 80.00% 83.27%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
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VEHICLE ROSTER

N=404
Vehicle Year %
Up to 1994 12.66%
1995-1999 31.01%
2000 8.01%
2001 6.46%
2002 10.34%
2003 10.08%
2004 6.98%
2005 8.79%
2006 5.43%
2007 0.26%
Total 100.00%
Mean 2000
Standard Error 0.23
Missing - (17)

HOUSEHOLD ROSTER (PART 1)

H2  How many bicycles does your household own and use on a regular basis?
. Total
Number of Bicycles | COOK; N=97 | DUPAGE; N=98 | MCHENRY: N=80
% % % %
0 55.67% 55.10% 58.75% 56.36%
1 20.62% 13.27% 13.75% 16.00%
2 15.46% 21.43% 17.50% 18.18%
3 5.15% 6.12% 6.25% 5.82%
4 2.06% 4.08% 2.50% 2.91%
5 0.00% 0.00% 1.25% 0.36%
6 1.03% 0.00% 0.00% 0.36%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
Mean 0.81 0.91 0.84 0.85
Standard Error 0.12 0.12 0.02 0.07
H3 Which best describes your home?
. Total
Residency Type COOK; N=97 | DUPAGE; N=98 | MCHENRY; N=80
% % % %
1 family house detached from any other house (1) 9.28% 76.53% 66.25% 49.82%
1 family attached to one or more houses(duplex, townhouse) (2) 4.12% 3.06% 16.25% 7.27%
Building with 2 or more apartments (apartment/condo) (3) 85.57% 20.41% 17.50% 42.55%
Other, Specify 1.03% 0.00% 0.00% 0.36%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
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H4 Is your home owned or rented?

Owner Status COOK; N=97 | DUPAGE; N=98 | MCHENRY; N=80 Torl
% % % %
Owned/Mortgaged (1) 55.67% 90.82% 80.00% 75.27%
Rented (2) 43.30% 8.16% 18.75% 23.64%
Other 1.03% 1.02% 1.25% 1.09%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

H5 How long have you lived at this location?

Length at current location COOK; N=97 | DUPAGE; N=98 | MCHENRY; N=80 Tote!
% % % %
Less than 1 year (1) 13.40% 2.04% 3.75% 6.55%
At least 1 yr but less than 2 years (2) 10.31% 3.06% 5.00% 6.18%
At least 2 yrs but less than 5 years (3) 27.84% 13.27% 20.00% 20.36%
At least 5 yrs but less than 10 years (4) 22.68% 21.43% 21.25% 21.82%
10 or more years (5) 25.77% 60.20% 50.00% 45.09%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
H6 (If lived at current address less than 2 years) Where did you live before this?
H7 [LONG] And what type of house was that?
. Total
Residency Type COOK; N=9| DUPAGE; N=2 | MCHENRY; N=3
% % % %
1 family house detached from any other house (1) 11.11% 100.00% 66.67% 35.71%
1 family attached to one or more houses(duplex, townhouse) (2) | 11.11% 0.00% 0.00% 7.14%
Building with 2 or more apartments (apartment/condo) (3) 77.78% 0.00% 33.33% 57.14%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
H8 [LONG] And was that home owned or rented?
Total
Owner Status COOK; N=9 | DUPAGE; N=2 | MCHENRY; N=3
%e % % %
Owned/Mortgaged (1) 0.00% 100.00% 33.30% 21.40%
Rented (2) 88.90% 0.00% 66.70% 71.40%
Other (3) 11.10% 0.00% 0.00% 7.10%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
Mean 2.56 1.00 1.67 1.77
Standard Error 0.56 0.00 0.33 0.12
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H9 [LONG] Did you move from that home because of any of the following reasons?

Total
Reasons for move COOK; N=9 | DUPAGE; N=2 | MCHENRY; N=3
% % % %

# persons in hhld increased Yes 11.11% 0.00% 0.00% 7.14%
No 88.89% 100.00% 100.00% 92.86%
Total| 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

# persons in hhld decreased Yes 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
No 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
Total| 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

# workers in hhld increased Yes 11.11% 0.00% 0.00% 7.14%
No 88.89% 100.00% 100.00% 92.86%
Total| 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

# workers in hhld decreased Yes 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
No 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
Total| 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
Workplace of current worker changed | Yes 11.11% 50.00% 0.00% 14.29%
No 88.89% 50.00% 100.00% 85.71%
Total| 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

Ability to work from home Yes 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
No 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
Total| 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

# hhld vehicles increased Yes 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
No 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
Total| 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

# hhld vehicles decreased Yes 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
No 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
Total| 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
hhld income increased Yes 11.11% 50.00% 33.33% 21.43%
No 88.89% 50.00% 66.67% 78.57%
Total| 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

hhld income decreased Yes 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
No 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
Total| 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
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H10 When you moved to this current home, what were the main reasons you chose this patrticular location?

Owner Status COOK; N=74 | DUPAGE; N=93 | MCHENRY; N=73 Toel
% % % %
Housing or rental price 52.63% 31.58% 33.33% 40.91%
The local schools 5.26% 21.05% 0.00% 11.36%
Location to job site 5.26% 15.79% 0.00% 9.09%
Location to school site 5.26% 0.00% 16.67% 4.55%
Location to shopping, entertainment, restaurants 15.79% 5.26% 16.67% 11.36%
Location to social, religious, civic, cultural, recreational 10.53% 0.00% 0.00% 4.55%
Access to transit 5.26% 10.53% 0.00% 6.82%

H11 [IF MORE THAN ONE FACTOR SELECTED IN H10] Of these, which was the most important in choosing this
particular location?
Total
Owner Status COOK; N=19 | DUPAGE; N=19 | MCHENRY; N=6
% % % %

Housing or rental price 52.63% 31.58% 33.33% 40.91%
The local schools 5.26% 21.05% 0.00% 11.36%
Location to job site 5.26% 15.79% 0.00% 9.09%
Location to school site 5.26% 0.00% 16.67% 4.55%
Location to shopping, entertainment, restaurants 15.79% 5.26% 16.67% 11.36%
Location to social, religious, civic, cultural, recreational 10.53% 0.00% 0.00% 4.55%
Access to transit 5.26% 10.53% 0.00% 6.82%
Closeness to friends or relatives 0.00% 15.79% 33.33% 11.36%

Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

H12 Since we are conducting this survey by telephone, | have some questions about the telephones in your

household. How man

cellular telephone numbers do members of your household have?

Total
Number of Cell Phones COOK; N=97 | DUPAGE; N=98 | MCHENRY; N=80
% % % %
0 20.62% 13.40% 26.25% 19.64%
1 36.08% 32.99% 33.75% 34.18%
2 38.14% 34.02% 21.25% 31.64%
3 4.12% 12.37% 10.00% 8.73%
4 1.03% 7.22% 7.50% 5.09%
5 0.00% 1.03% 1.25% 0.73%
Total 100.00% 101.03% 100.00% 100.00%
Mean 1.29 1.70 1.43 1.48
Standard Error 0.09 0.11 0.14 0.07
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H13

[IF H12>0: Not counting the cellular phones,] How many home telephone numbers does your household

have? This includes only land-lines or those hard wired to your house but excludes cellular phones. THIS
INCLUDES DIGITAL PHONE SERVICE

Number of Landline Phone Numbers COOK: N=96 | DUPAGE; N=98 | MCHENRY: N=80 Total
% % % %
1 88.54% 83.67% 81.25% 84.67%
2 9.38% 11.22% 13.75% 11.31%
3 1.04% 5.10% 2.50% 2.92%
5 1.04% 0.00% 1.25% 0.73%
6 0.00% 0.00% 1.25% 0.36%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
Mean 1.16 1.21 1.30 1.22
Standard Error 0.05 0.05 0.09 0.04

*RF - (1) COOK

H14 [IF H13>1] How many of these hard-wired telephone numbers, if any, are dedicated to a FAX machine or

modem?
. . Total
Number of Dedicated Fax Lines COOK; N=8 | DUPAGE; N=9 | MCHENRY; N=11
% % % Percentage
1 100.00% 77.78% 100.00% 92.86%
2 0.00% 22.22% 0.00% 7.14%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
Mean 1.00 1.22 1.00 1.07
Standard Error 0.00 0.15 0.00 0.05

H15 In the past 12 months, have there been times, even for a few days, when you did not have phone service at
your home?
. Total
Lack of Phone Service | COOK; N=95 | DUPAGE; N=98 | MCHENRY; N=80
% % % %
Yes 16.84% 8.16% 11.25% 12.09%
No 83.16% 91.84% 88.75% 87.91%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
*(1) DK and (1) RF in COOK
H16 How long were you without a phone service?
. . . Total
Time Without Phone Service COOK; N=16 | DUPAGE; N=8 | MCHENRY; N=9
% % % %
Less than 2 weeks (1) 87.50% 100.00% 88.89% 90.91%
2 weeks to less than 1 month (2) 6.25% 0.00% 11.11% 6.06%
1 month to less than 3 months (3) 6.25% 0.00% 0.00% 3.03%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
Mean 1.19 1.00 1.11 1.12
Standard Error 0.14 0.00 0.11 0.07
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H17 Do you have

b

IF YES: How often do you us

to screen your calls when you are at home?

Telephone Features COOK; N=97 | DUPAGE; N=98 | MCHENRY; N=80 Totel
% % % %
Answering Machine/Voice Mail system| YES 87.63% 90.82% 88.75% 89.09%
NO 12.37% 9.18% 11.25% 10.91%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
Call Bocking/Privacy Manager YES 11.34% 13.27% 20.00% 14.55%
NO 88.66% 86.73% 80.00% 85.45%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
Caller ID YES 57.73% 61.22% 56.25% 58.55%
NO 42.27% 38.78% 43.75% 41.45%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
Total
Telephone Feature Use COOK; N=85 | DUPAGE; N=89 | MCHENRY; N=71
% % % %
Answering Machine/ | ALWAYS (5) 21.18% 24.72% 15.49% 20.82%
Voice Mail system | MOST TIMES (4) 15.29% 12.36% 16.90% 14.69%
SOMETIMES (3) 25.88% 19.10% 25.35% 23.27%
NOT MUCH (2) 14.12% 19.10% 16.90% 16.73%
NEVER (1) 23.53% 24.72% 25.35% 24.49%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
Mean 2.96 2.93 2.80 291
Standard Error 0.16 0.16 0.17 0.09
COOK; N=11 | DUPAGE; N=13 | MCHENRY; N=16
Call Bocking/ ALWAYS (5) 18.18% 38.46% 18.75% 25.00%
Privacy Manager
MOST TIMES (4) 0.00% 7.69% 6.25% 5.00%
SOMETIMES (3) 18.18% 7.69% 25.00% 17.50%
NOT MUCH (2) 36.36% 15.38% 18.75% 22.50%
NEVER (1) 27.27% 30.77% 31.25% 30.00%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
Mean 2.45 3.08 2.63 2.73
Standard Error 0.43 0.50 0.38 0.25
COOK; N=56 | DUPAGE; N=60 | MCHENRY; N=45
Caller ID ALWAYS (5) 50.00% 48.33% 37.78% 45.96%
MOST TIMES (4) 16.07% 5.00% 22.22% 13.66%
SOMETIMES (3) 19.64% 25.00% 17.78% 21.12%
NOT MUCH (2) 7.14% 13.33% 13.33% 11.18%
NEVER (1) 7.14% 8.33% 8.89% 8.07%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
Mean 3.95 3.72 3.67 3.78
Standard Error 0.17 0.18 0.20 0.11
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H18 Do members of your household have any type of internet access? [IF YES] Where?

Type of internet access | COOK; N=96 | DUPAGE; N=97 | MCHENRY; N=80 Totel
% % % %

No Internet Access 14.43% 12.24% 21.25% 15.64%
Home 91.57% 98.84% 92.06% 94.40%
Someone's Work 48.19% 39.53% 39.68% 42.67%
Someone's School 18.07% 18.60% 12.70% 16.81%
Public Library 7.23% 5.81% 11.11% 7.76%
Other 3.61% 1.16% 1.59% 2.16%

*DK/RF - (1) COOK

H19 [IF H18=HOME] What type of internet access do you have at home?
. . Total
Type of internet connection COOK; N=76 | DUPAGE; N=85 | MCHENRY; N=58
% % % %
Dial up/Modem (1) 19.74% 27.06% 30.91% 25.46%
High Speed/DSL/Cable Modem/Satellite (2) 78.95% 71.76% 69.09% 73.61%
Other (Specify) (3) 1.32% 1.18% 0.00% 0.93%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
Mean 1.87 1.79 1.69 1.74
Standard Error 0.08 0.08 0.06 0.03

*DK/RF - (3) MCHENRY

H20
household income for 2005 was above or below $35,000?
Total
Household Income COOK; N=89 | DUPAGE; N=87 | MCHENRY; N=73
% % % %
$0 - $14,999 (1) 7.87% 2.30% 2.74% 4.42%
$15,000 - $24,999 (2) 5.62% 4.60% 6.85% 5.62%
$25,000 - $34,999 (3) 4.49% 6.90% 6.85% 6.02%
$35,000 - $49,999 (4) 26.97% 11.49% 26.03% 21.29%
$50,000 - $74,999 (5) 19.10% 19.54% 28.77% 22.09%
$75,000 - $99,999 (6) 14.61% 16.09% 15.07% 15.26%
$100,000 or more (7) 21.35% 39.08% 13.70% 25.30%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
Mean 4.73 5.46 4.71 4.98
Standard Error 0.19 0.18 0.17 0.11
*RF - (8) COOK, (11) DUPAGE, (7) MCHENRY

And to ensure your household properly represents others in the region, can you tell me if your total
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PERSON ROSTER

P1 What is this person’s gender?

Gender COOK; N=153 | DUPAGE; N=227 | MCHENRY; N=176 Tol
% % % %
Male 55.26% 49.34% 46.02% 49.91%
Female 44.74% 50.66% 53.98% 50.09%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
*RF - (1) COOK
P2 What is this person’s age?
Total
Age COOK; N=153 | DUPAGE; N=227 | MCHENRY; N=176
% % % %
Under 18 (1) 5.37% 24.11% 21.14% 18.07%
18-24 (2) 4.70% 2.23% 6.29% 4.20%
25-34 (3) 26.85% 8.04% 9.71% 13.69%
35-44 (4) 20.81% 13.39% 8.57% 13.87%
45-54 (5) 18.12% 16.07% 22.29% 18.61%
55-64 (6) 13.42% 21.88% 16.00% 17.70%
65+ (7) 10.74% 14.29% 16.00% 13.87%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
Mean 4.25 4.22 4.17 4.21
Standard Error 0.13 0.15 0.16 0.09

*DK/RF - (4) COOK, (3) DUPAGE, (1) MCHENRY

P3 IF AGE = DK/RF: Many of our questions about this person are based on his/her age. Can you tell me if
NAME is at least 16 years of age?
UNDER 16 (0)

AGE 16+ (8)
DK/RF (0)
P4 Are you Hispanic or Latino? [ASK FOR REFERENCE PERSON ONLY
. . i Total
Hispanic Origin COOK; N=97 | DUPAGE; N=98 | MCHENRY; N=80
% % % %
Yes 2.08% 0.00% 2.50% 1.46%
No 97.92% 100.00% 97.50% 98.54%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

*RF - (1) COOK
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P5 And what is your race?

Race COOK; N=97 | DUPAGE; N=98 | MCHENRY; N=80 Total
% % % %
White 86.46% 97.92% 98.75% 94.12%
Black or African American 7.29% 1.04% 0.00% 2.94%
American Indian or Alaska Native 0.00% 0.00% 1.25% 0.37%
Asian 4.17% 1.04% 0.00% 1.84%
Other, Specify 2.08% 0.00% 0.00% 0.74%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
*RF - (1) COOK, (2) DUPAGE
P6 Does NAME have any type of disability that affects your ability to travel?
L Total
Disability | COOK; N=153 | DUPAGE; N=227 | MCHENRY; N=176
% % % %
Yes 3.95% 2.20% 6.90% 4.16%
No 96.05% 97.80% 93.10% 95.84%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
*RF - (1) COOK, (2) MCHENRY
P7 IF YES: What type of disability is that?
. Total
Disability Type | COOK; N=6 | DUPAGE; N=5 | MCHENRY; N=12
% % % %
Limited Mobility 50.00% 20.00% 33.33% 34.78%
Blind/Visual 16.67% 20.00% 16.67% 17.39%
Mentally Disabled 0.00% 0.00% 8.33% 4.35%
Other, Specify 33.33% 60.00% 41.67% 43.48%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

P7a To what extent does/do he/she/you require assistance when he/she/you travel? Would you say its ...

Assistance COOK; N=6 | DUPAGE; N=5 | MCHENRY; N=12 Tol
% % % %
Not at all 66.67% 20.00% 33.33% 39.13%
For a portion of each trip 33.33% 40.00% 41.67% 39.13%
For the entire trip 0.00% 40.00% 25.00% 21.74%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

P7b  And has this person been issued a disabled license plate or mirror hangtag

special transit services available to persons with disabilities?

Disability License COOK; N=6 | DUPAGE; N=5 | MCHENRY; N=12 Toal
% % % %
Yes 40.00% 0.00% 66.67% 45.45%
No 60.00% 100.00% 33.33% 54.55%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

*RF - (1) COOK

, or been registered to use the
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P8 Does NAME have a valid driver’s license?

Valid Driver's License | COOK; N=146 | DUPAGE; N=188 | MCHENRY; N=147 Totel
% % % %
Yes 90.97% 92.55% 89.04% 91.00%
No 9.03% 7.45% 10.96% 9.00%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
*RF - (2) COOK, (1) MCHENRY
P9 Are you employed, either full-time or part-time?
Total
Employment COOK; N=153 | DUPAGE; N=227 | MCHENRY; N=176
% % % %
Full-Time (30+ hrs/week) 61.18% 41.85% 40.57% 46.75%
Part-Time (<30 hrs/week) 9.87% 11.45% 9.71% 10.47%
Not Employed 28.95% 46.70% 49.71% 42.78%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
*RF - (1) COOK, (1) MCHENRY
P10 [IF P9>2] Does NAME do any type of volunteer wo rk on a regular basis?
Total
Volunteer COOK; N=45 | DUPAGE; N=106 | MCHENRY; N=88
% % % %
Yes 20.45% 21.70% 14.77% 18.91%
No 79.55% 78.30% 85.23% 81.09%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

*DK/RF - (1) COOK

P11 [IF P9>2 AND P10>1] Which of the following best  describes NAME's status?
Total
Status COOK; N=37 | DUPAGE; N=83 | MCHENRY; N=75
% % % %
Retired 55.17% 41.86% 62.79% 53.04%
Disabled 3.45% 0.00% 0.00% 0.87%
Homemaker 0.00% 0.00% 2.33% 0.87%
Unemployed but looking for work 6.90% 18.60% 4.65% 10.43%
Unemployed and not looking for work 17.24% 6.98% 2.33% 7.83%
Student 0.00% 0.00% 2.33% 0.87%
Other 17.24% 32.56% 25.58% 26.09%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

*DK/RF - (8) COOK, (40) DUPAGE, (32) MCHENRY
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P12 [AGE>4] Can you tell me if [NAME] regularly tr

avels in any of these ways for reasons other than

exercise ...
Total
Travel COOK; N=150 | DUPAGE; N=213 | MCHENRY; N=165
% % % %
Bike Yes 27.70% 11.79% 14.02% 16.98%
No 72.30% 88.21% 85.98% 83.02%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
Walking | Yes 77.03% 49.53% 45.73% 56.11%
No 22.97% 50.47% 54.27% 43.89%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
Transit | Yes 78.38% 24.06% 21.34% 38.55%
No 21.62% 75.94% 78.66% 61.45%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
*RF - (2) COOK, (1) DUPAGE, (1) MCHENRY
W1 How many jobs does NAME have?
Total
# of Jobs COOK; N=116 | DUPAGE; N=144 | MCHENRY; N=101
% % % %
One 93.97% 90.97% 90.10% 91.69%
Two 5.17% 7.64% 8.91% 7.20%
Three 0.86% 0.69% 0.99% 0.83%
Five 0.00% 0.69% 0.00% 0.28%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
Mean 1.07 1.12 1.11 1.10
Standard Error 0.03 0.04 0.03 0.02

IF MORE THAN ONE JOB:
W2 [SHORT] Please tell me which one your/his/her job falls under:

Sales or

OTHER-
DK (0)

Service (45)

SPECIFY (28)

Clerical or Administrative Support (22)
Manufacturing, Construction, Maintenance, or Farming, or (10)
Professional, Managerial, or Technical? (88)

O©CoO~NPWNPE

REFUSED (2)

W3 [LONG] Please tell me which one best describes the type of work/volunteer activity this person does
Would you say it was ...

Management (15)

Technical or Professional (23)

Legal, Social Service or Health Care (22)

Education or the Arts (33)

Administrative/Clerical (13)

Sales and related occupations (11)

Service (15)

Industrial / Construction / Agricultural / Transportation (11)

Armed Forces (2)

97 OTHER — SPECIFY (23)

98 DK (0)

99 REFUSED (0)

O©CoOoO~NOOUITWNPE
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IF MANAGEMENT ASK:

Would that be -

1 Management, (7)

2 Farmers and Farm Managers, or (0)

3 Business and Financial Operations Specialists? (7)
7 OTHER SPECIFY (1) — Non-Profit

8 DON'T KNOW

IF TECHNICAL OR PROFESSIONAL, ASK:
Would that be —

1 Computer and mathematical sciences, (3)
1 Architecture or Engineering (4)

2 Life, Physical, Social Scientist? (4)

7 OTHER SPECIFY (11)

8 DON'TKNOW (1)

IF LEGAL, SOCIAL SERVICE, HEALTH CARE ASK

Is that?

Lawyer, Paralegal, (5)

Community and social service provider (5)

Health Care Practitioners & Professional Support (MD, RN, LPN, etc), or (7)
Healthcare Support Operations, non-professional? (3)

OTHER SPECIFY (2) — (1) Dentist, (1) Works at a food pantry

DON'T KNOW (0)

O~NPhWNPEF

IF EDUCATION OR THE ARTS ASK

Is that?

1 Education, Technical Training, Librarian (14)

2 Arts, Design, Entertainment, Sports, Media (19)
7 OTHER SPECIFY (0)

8 DON'T KNOW (0)

IF SERVICES ASK - Is that?

1 Healthcare Support Operations, non-professional [DUPLICATE — PER CENSUS] (5)
2 Protective Services (0)

3 Food Preparation Services (0)

4 Building and Grounds Maintenance (0)

5 Personal Care and Services (1)

6 Installation, Maintenance and Repair (0)

7  OTHER SPECIFY (4)

8 DON'T KNOW (5)

IF INDUSTRIAL / CONSTRUCTION / AGRICULTURE/ TRANSPORTATION ASK: Is that
Farming, Fishing, Forestry (no as owner/manager) (0)

Construction and Excavation (3)

Installation, Maintenance, and Repair [DUPLICATED PER CENSUS] (1)

Production / Assembly Line (3)

Transportation and Material Moving (3)

OTHER SPECIFY (1) — Flower Shop

DON'T KNOW (0)

O~NUOITHA WN P
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W5 At what location does this person normally [work/volunteer]?

Work Location COOK; N=116 | DUPAGE; N=144 | MCHENRY; N=101 Tote!
% % % %
Home (1) 8.93% 8.39% 4.00% 7.32%
Address Given (2) 83.04% 87.41% 87.00% 85.92%
Varies (3) 5.36% 3.50% 5.00% 4.51%
No Set Work Location (4) 2.68% 0.70% 4.00% 2.25%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
*DK - (1) COOK, (1) DUPAGE
*RF - (3) COOK, (1) MCHENRY
W6 How many days a week do you typically go to work at this address?
ANSWER 1to 7
Total
Days Worked | COOK; N=91 | DUPAGE; N=107 | MCHENRY; N=76
% % % %
1 6.59% 13.08% 6.58% 9.12%
2 3.30% 10.28% 11.84% 8.39%
3 7.69% 9.35% 7.89% 8.39%
4 4.40% 8.41% 13.16% 8.39%
5 67.03% 50.47% 50.00% 55.84%
6 7.69% 6.54% 9.21% 7.66%
7 3.30% 1.87% 1.32% 2.19%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
Mean 4.58 4.00 4.21 4.25
Standard Error 0.14 0.16 0.17 0.09
W7 How does this person normally get to work/their volunteer activity?
Total
Work Mode COOK; N=116 | DUPAGE; N=144 | MCHENRY; N=101
% % %
Walk 9.52% 6.82% 2.04% 6.27%
Bike 4.76% 0.00% 2.04% 2.09%
Auto Driver 29.52% 72.73% 89.80% 64.18%
Auto Passenger 0.95% 3.03% 2.04% 2.09%
CTA bus 22.86% 0.00% 1.02% 7.46%
CTA Train 25.71% 0.00% 0.00% 8.06%
Metra Train 1.90% 12.12% 3.06% 6.27%
Private shuttle bus 0.00% 1.52% 0.00% 0.60%
Other, specify 4.76% 3.79% 0.00% 2.99%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

*DK - (9) COOK, (12) DUPAGE, (3) MCHENRY

*RF - (2) COOK
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W8 Does NAME's job require you/him/her to have a personal vehicle available while at work?
. Total
Personal Vehicle | COOK; N=116 | DUPAGE; N=144 | MCHENRY; N=101
% % % %
Yes 14.41% 19.58% 34.65% 22.25%
No 85.59% 80.42% 65.35% 77.75%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

*RF - (5) COOK, (1) DUPAGE

W9

[LONG] [IF W5>1] Does NAME’s employer allow him/her to work from home for pay on a regular basis? This

would be in place of driving to a regular work location, something that is commonly referred to as “telework.”

Work from home | COOK; N=45 | DUPAGE; N=56 | MCHENRY; N=52 Toal
% % % %
Yes 25.00% 21.43% 11.54% 19.08%
No 75.00% 78.57% 88.46% 80.92%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

*DK - (1) COOK

W10 [LONG][IF W9=1]About how often do you/does NAME work at home instead of traveling to your/his/her usual
workplace? Would you say:

Total
Work from home COOK; N=11 | DUPAGE; N=12 | MCHENRY; N=6
% % % %
Almost every day 0.00% 57.14% 20.00% 25.00%
Once a week or more 50.00% 28.57% 80.00% 50.00%
A few times a year 50.00% 14.29% 0.00% 25.00%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

*DK - (1) DUPAGE

*RF - (3) COOK, (4) DUPAGE, (1) MCHENRY

W11 [LONG] Which of the following statements best describes your work schedule?

Work Schedule COOK; N=50 | DUPAGE; N=61 | MCHENRY; N=53 Toal
% % % %
I have no flexibility in my work schedule 20.00% 26.23% 28.85% 25.15%
| have some flexibility in my work schedule 52.00% 44.26% 48.08% 47.85%
I'm pretty much free to adjust my schedule as | like 28.00% 29.51% 23.08% 26.99%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
*DK/RF - (1) MCHENRY
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w12 [LONG] Of the last 10 times you went to work at this location, roughly how many of those times did you
arrive there:
Work Arrival Total
Time COOK; N=450 | DUPAGE; N=540 | MCHENRY; N=520
% % % %
Before 6 AM 12.67% 5.56% 15.00% 10.93%
Between 6 and 6:30 AM 6.22% 7.04% 2.88% 5.36%
Between 6:30 and 7 AM 3.56% 10.93% 15.58% 10.33%
Between 7 and 7:30 AM 13.11% 2.96% 12.12% 9.14%
Between 7:30 and 8 AM 8.89% 8.15% 11.92% 9.67%
Between 8 and 8:30 AM 12.44% 22.04% 10.77% 15.30%
Between 8:30 and 9 AM 22.00% 18.15% 13.46% 17.68%
After 9 AM 21.11% 25.19% 18.27% 21.59%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
w13 [LONG] Of the last 10 times you went to work at this location, roughly how many of those times did you
depart there:
. Total
Work Departure Time COOK; N=450 | DUPAGE; N=540 | MCHENRY; N=510
% % % %
Before 3:30 PM 12.00% 22.59% 33.08% 23.05%
Between 3:30 and 4 PM 5.56% 12.04% 10.96% 9.74%
Between 4 and 4:30 PM 13.33% 8.15% 9.23% 10.07%
Between 4:30 and 5 PM 12.89% 11.48% 14.62% 12.98%
Between 5 and 5:30 PM 23.78% 13.52% 9.23% 15.10%
Between 5:30 and 6 PM 8.00% 6.85% 5.77% 6.82%
Between 6 and 6:30 PM 6.00% 11.30% 1.73% 6.42%
After 6:30 PM 18.44% 14.07% 15.38% 15.83%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
W14 [LONG] Do you choose the times you go to and from work in order to avoid traffic congestion?
. . Total
Avoid Congestion | COOK; N=45 | DUPAGE; N=54 | MCHENRY; N=52
% % % %
Yes, Occasionally 9.09% 9.26% 3.85% 7.33%
Yes, Usually 18.18% 7.41% 17.31% 14.00%
No 72.73% 83.33% 78.85% 78.67%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

*DK - (1) COOK

W15 [LONG] Does your employer offer compressed work week options? (A COMPRESSED WORK WEEK IS

WORKING 40 HOURS IN LESS THAN 5 DAYS OR 80 HOURS IN LESS THAN 10 DAYS)

Compressed work week COOK; N=50 | DUPAGE; N=61 | MCHENRY; N=53 Toal
% % %
Yes 23.40% 3.45% 9.80% 11.54%
No 76.60% 96.55% 90.20% 88.46%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

*DK - (3) COOK, (3) DUPAGE, (2) MCHENRY
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W16 How long has he/she worked at this location?

Total
Work length COOK; N=116 | DUPAGE; N=144 | MCHENRY; N=101
% % % %
Less than 1 year (1) 20.35% 11.89% 13.86% 15.13%
At least 1 year but less than 2 years (2) 11.50% 10.49% 11.88% 11.20%
At least 2 years but less than 5 years (3) 25.66% 18.88% 24.75% 22.69%
At least 5 years but less than 10 years (4) 17.70% 25.87% 12.87% 19.61%
10 or more years (5) 24.78% 32.87% 36.63% 31.37%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

*RF - (3) COOK, (1) DUPAGE

w18 [LONG] What was the primary reason you moved from your previous work address? SELECT ONLY ONE
Total
Reason for move COOK; N=18 | DUPAGE; N=16 MCHENRY; N=14
% % % %
Changed job 44.44% 31.25% 50.00% 41.67%
Transferred 5.56% 18.75% 21.43% 14.58%
Employer Moved 0.00% 0.00% 7.14% 2.08%
Other, Specify 50.00% 50.00% 21.43% 41.67%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
W19 [LONG] [IF W18=1] Why did you change jobs? VERBATIM
Why Job Change: Frequency
BETTER BENEFITS 1
BETTER ENVIRONMENT 1
BETTER JOB 4
BETTER PAY 3
CHANGE OF CAREER 2
CHANGE OFJOB 1
CONTRACT ENDED 1
DID NOT LIKE JOB OR MANAGEMENT 1
NEW JOB 1
REFUSED 1
SMALL FAMILY BUSINESS 1
TIRED OF MANAGEMENT 1
TO START MY OWN BUSINESS 1
WANTED NEW ENVIRONMENT 1
Total 20
NUSTATS CHICAGO REGIONAL HOUSEHOLD TRAVEL INVENTORY
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W20 In accepting this job, which factors were most important to you? (MULTIPLE RESPONSE) ROTATE

Factors

COOK

DUPAGE

MCHENRY

Total

%

%

%

%

Wage of Salary

22.12%

14.63%

26.92%

21.21%

Career Opportunity

31.73%

35.37%

33.33%

33.33%

Job location/length of commute

14.42%

13.41%

15.38%

14.39%

Easily reached by transit

14.42%

0.00%

2.56%

6.44%

Close to child's school

0.00%

4.88%

1.28%

1.89%

Crime level/neighborhood safety at new work location

0.96%

3.66%

0.00%

1.52%

\Work location appearance or other amenities

4.81%

6.10%

10.26%

6.82%

Other, specify

11.54%

21.95%

10.26%

14.39%

Total

100.00%

100.00%

100.00%

100.00%

Other Factors:

Frequency

ABILITY TO WORK FROM HOME

COMPANY MOVED

FIRST JOB

FRIENDLY CO-WORKERS

GIVING BACK TO COMMUNITY

JOB HELPS ME GET MY MASTER'S

JOB SATISFACTION

LARGER CHURCH

LESS STRESS

MISSION OF ORGANIZATION

MORE ACTIVITY

N/A

NEW BUSINESS

NEW CHALLENGE

NEW COMPANY NEEDED HELP

ONLY JOB AVAILABLE

ONLY ONE DAY/MONTH

OPPORTUNITY FOR SELF EMPLOYMENT

PART TIME AFTER SCHOOL JOB

PART TIME JOB

TYPE OF OCCUPATION (LIBRARIAN) | WAS LOOKING FOR

VOLUNTEERING EXTRA TIME

WORK LOCATION & SCHOOL FLEXIBILITY

WORK/FAMILY BALANCE

PlrRrlrlRrRrPINVwkRrRPRPRPRPINPRPIPRPIMRPNINIP|E R

Total

w
[00)
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SCHOOL-RELATED DATA

C1l What is the highest degree or level of school you've completed?

Education COOK; N=153 | DUPAGE; N=227 | MCHENRY; N=176 Toal
% % % %

Not a high school graduate (1) 4.14% 22.12% 22.54% 17.46%
High school graduate (2) 3.45% 8.85% 18.50% 10.48%
Some college (3) 13.10% 8.85% 17.92% 12.87%
Associate or technical school degree (4) 7.59% 3.98% 8.67% 6.43%
Bachelor or undergraduate degree (5) 42.76% 26.99% 17.92% 28.31%
Graduate degree (6) 26.21% 26.55% 12.72% 22.06%
Other, Specify (7) 2.76% 2.65% 1.73% 2.39%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

*DK/RF - (8) COOK, (1) DUPAGE, (3) MCHENRY

C2 s this person currently enrolled in any type of school, including [if age<6 daycare], technical school, or

university?
Total
Student Status | COOK; N=153 | DUPAGE; N=227 | MCHENRY; N=176
% % % %
Yes - Full time 9.27% 15.86% 20.57% 15.55%
Yes - Part time 6.62% 7.05% 6.29% 6.69%
No 84.11% 77.09% 73.14% 77.76%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
*DK/RF - (2) COOK, (1)
MCHENRY
C3 What school grade or level does this person attend?
Total
Student Status COOK; N=24 | DUPAGE; N=52 | MCHENRY; N=47
% % % %
Daycare 0.00% 1.92% 2.13% 1.63%
Pre-school, nursery 0.00% 7.69% 8.51% 6.50%
K-8 8.33% 38.46% 31.91% 30.08%
9-12 0.00% 28.85% 17.02% 18.70%
Technical/Vocation School 4.17% 0.00% 0.00% 0.81%
2 year college 4.17% 1.92% 17.02% 8.13%
4-year college or university 25.00% 5.77% 12.77% 12.20%
Graduate school/professional 54.17% 13.46% 6.38% 18.70%
Other, Specify 4.17% 1.92% 4.26% 3.25%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
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C4 Where is it located?

School location | COOK; N=24 | DUPAGE; N=52 | MCHENRY; N=47 Toal
% % % %
Home 0.00% 3.85% 8.51% 4.88%
Address given 100.00% 96.15% 91.49% 95.12%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
C7 How does this person normally get to school?
Total
School Mode | COOK; N=24 | DUPAGE; N=52 | MCHENRY; N=47
% % % %
Walk 13.04% 38.78% 13.95% 24.35%
Bike 4.35% 2.04% 2.33% 2.61%
Auto Driver 13.04% 26.53% 37.21% 27.83%
Auto Passenger 8.70% 16.33% 9.30% 12.17%
CTA Bus 21.74% 2.04% 0.00% 5.22%
CTA Train 30.43% 0.00% 0.00% 6.09%
School Bus 4.35% 14.29% 37.21% 20.87%
Other, Specify 4.35% 0.00% 0.00% 0.87%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

*DK - (1) COOK, (3) DUPAGE, (4) MCHENRY
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APPENDIX B: PLACE-BASED RETRIEVAL
RESULTS

Chicago Travel & Activity Survey
Place-Based Retrieval Questionnaire
24 hour survey : N=136 persons, 66 households
48 hour survey : N=79 persons, 42 households

El. Information provided by informant vs proxy

24hr Survey; N=136 | 48hr Survey; N=79 Total
Frequency Frequency
Informant 77 43 120
Proxy 59 36 95
Total 136 79 215

C1 Can you tell me how many deliveries were made to  your house on ASSN? This includes any commercial
deliveries, including the mail, UPS, and FedEX, as  well as for delivery or pickup of household items.

HH Deliveries 24hr Survey; N=66 | 48hr Survey; N=42 Total
Frequency Frequency
0 3 3 6
1 55 14 69
2 7 20 27
3 1 0 1
4 0 3
5 0 1 1
14 0 1 1
Total 66 42 108

C2 And did you have any service calls made to your house on ASSN, for any reason? If so, how many?

HH Services 24hr Survey; N=66 | 48hr Survey; N=42 Total
Frequency Frequency
0 64 35 99
1 2 4 6
2 2 2
3 0 1
Total 66 42 108

IF NOT PROXY REPORT:
E3 In general, would you say that ASSN [was a/were ] typical day(s) for you?

Typical Day 24hr Survey; N=23 | 48hr Survey; N=5 Total
Frequency Frequency
Yes 18 5 23
No 5 0 5
Total 23 5 28
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E4 Was most of your travel and activities for this

the day progressed?

Events Planned 24hr Survey; N=23 | 48hr Survey; N=5 Total
Frequency Frequency
Yes 17 4 21
No 6 1 7
Total 23 5 28

period planned in advance or did you change your p

lans as

E5 [IF EMPLOYED] [Was this a typical work day/Were these typical work days] for you, in terms of the hours you
worked, when you arrived at work, and when you left work?

Typical Work Day 24hr Survey; N=19 | 48hr Survey; N=2 Total
Freguency Freqguency
Yes 14 2 16
No 5 0 5
Total 19 2 21

E6 [IF STUDENT] [Was this a typical school day/Were these typical school days] for you, in terms of the hours you
worked, when you arrived at school, and when you left school?

Typical School Day 24hr Survey; N=6 | 48hr Survey; N=0 Total
Frequency Frequency
Yes 3 0 3
No 3 0 3
Total 6 0 6

T1. Now I'd like to talk about the travel and activities [this person] recorded in the log we sent. Did [NAME] complete
the travel log? [ASK OF EVERYONE REGARDLESS OF PROXY STATUS]

Completed Log 24hr Survey; N=136 | 48hr Survey; N=79 Total
Frequency Frequency
Yes 96 62 158
No 40 17 57
Total 136 79 215

T4 Place Locations

24hr Survey; N=136 48hr Survey; N=79
Place Location Day 1 Dayl Day 2 Total
Frequency Frequency | Frequency
Home 337 191 174 702
Work 72 39 29 140
School 25 12 5 42
Previously entered place 54 30 44 128
New place - in area 259 128 115 502
New place - in state 3 0 1 4
New place - out of state 4 6 2 12
Total Places 754 406 370 1530
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L1 [LONG] [IF EMPLOYED AND WORKS OUTSIDE THE HOME] Would you say that this place is:

Place Location 24hr Survey; N=38 | 48hr Survey; N=49 Total
Frequency Freguency
Closer to your home than your work 28 30 58
Closer to your work than your home 6 15 21
About halfway between your home and work 1 2 3
Other, Specify 3 2 5
Total 38 49 87
L2 [LONG] [IF NOT PROXY AND PTYPE=NEW] How often have you visited this place?
Place Frequency 24hr Survey; N=89 | 48hr Survey; N=62 Total
Freqguency Frequency
Never before 2 8 10
Very rarely 10 7 17
1-11 times per year 25 10 35
1-3 times per month 17 14 31
Once per week or more 33 13 46
Other, Specify 2 10 12
Total 89 62 151
L3 [LONG][IF L2>1] Is this place:
Is this place.... 24hr Survey; N=89 | 48hr Survey; N=67 Total
Frequency Frequency
Where you regularly do this activity? 61 42 103
A location you chose for convenience? 24 12 36
Other, Specify 4 13 17
Total 89 67 156

L4 [LONG] [IF L2>1] Have you ever used any modes of travel to this place besides the one you used this time?
MULTIPLE RESPONSES ALLOWED

Travel Mode 24hr Survey; N=86 | 48hr Survey; N=53 Total
Frequency Frequency

No 66 40 106

Yes, by car 7 6 13
Yes, by transit 3 3 6
Yes, by walking 5 3 8
Yes, by hiking 2 1 3
Other, Specify 3 0 3
Total 86 53 139
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L5 [LONG] [IF L4>1] What is the main reason you did not use that mode (those modes) this time?

Other Mode Reason 24hr Survey; N=25 | 48hr Survey; N=21 Total
Frequency Frequency
Did not have time 3 3 6
Was not convenient 8 6 14
Car was not available 1 2 3
Someone gave me aride 1 0 1
Too Expensive 1 0 1
Other, specify 11 10 21
Total 25 21 46
T8. How did you get there?
Trip Mode 24hr Survey, N=136 | 48hr Survey; N=79 Total
Frequency Frequency
Walk 88 85 173
Bike 1 0 1
Auto Driver 359 338 697
Auto Passenger 116 140 256
CTA Bus 14 10 24
CTA Train 14 16 30
Metra Train 18 8 26
School Bus 6 8 14
Taxi 1 2 3
Other, Specify 2 6 8
Refused 0 7 7
Total 619 620 1239
FOR ALL TRIPS (REGARDLESS OF MODE), ASK
T9 How many traveled on this trip? [TOTAL
# of Travelers 24hr Survey; N=136 | 48hr Survey; N=79 Total
Frequency Frequency
1 299 287 586
2 67 49 116
3 163 167 330
4 58 96 154
5 20 20 40
6 5 0 5
7 0 1 1
10 7 0 7
Total 619 620 1239

NUSTATS

CHICAGO REGIONAL HOUSEHOLD TRAVEL INVENTORY
PILOT STUDY REPORT 10/16/06




T10 [IF T9 >1] Of these, how many were household members?

# of HH Members 24hr Survey; N=136 | 48hr Survey; N=79 Total
Freguency Frequency
0 124 93 217
1 127 137 264
2 57 88 145
3 12 15 27
Total 320 333 653
IF AUTO:
A2 Did you get out of your vehicle?
out of Vehicle 24hr Survey; N=323 | 48hr Survey; N=315 Total
Frequency Frequency
Yes 276 269 545
No 47 46 93
Total 323 315 638

A3 [LONG] [IF A2=1] Where did you park?

Park 24hr Survey; N=109 | 48hr Survey; N=87 Total
Freqguency Freqguency
Private Parking Lot/Garage 40 17 57
Public Parking Lot/Garage 46 51 97
Street 8 14 22
Other, Specify 14 5 19
DK 1 0 1
Total 109 87 196
A4 [LONG] Did you pay to park?
Paid to Park 24hr Survey; N=276 | 48hr Survey; N=269 Total
Freqguency Frequency
Yes 7 6 13
No 268 263 531
DK/RF 1 0 1
Total 276 269 545
IF TRANSIT:
R1 How many buses or trains did you use to make this trip?
# of Buses or Trains 24hr Survey; N=46 | 48hr Survey; N=34 Total
Frequency Frequency
1 34 26 60
2 10 8 18
3 2 0 2
Total 46 34 80
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IF ONLY ONE BUS/TRAIN USED TO GET TO THIS PLACE
R2 [IF R1=1] Which type of transit did you take?

Transit Used 24hr Survey; N=46 | 48hr Survey; N=34 Total
Frequency Frequency
CTA Bus 16 8 24
CTA Train 13 18 31
Metra Train 17 8 25
Total 46 34 80
R6 How did you get to this MODE?
Board Mode 24hr Survey; N=45 | 48hr Survey; N=34 Total
Frequency Frequency
Walked 37 29 66
Biked 1 0 1
Drove and parked 2 5 7
Dropped off 4 0 4
Other, Specify 1 0 1
Total 45 34 79

R7 [IF R6=1OR 2] How far did you WALK/BIKE to get to the bus or train? ANY WAY OF ANSWERING IS FINE
—JUST OBTAIN QUANTITY

Distance to Bus/Train 24hr Survey; N=38 | 48hr Survey; N=29 Total
Frequency Frequency
Blocks 1 7 5 12
2 7 2 9
3 1 0 1
4 4 3 7
5 1 0 1
6 1 5 6
8 1 0 1
10 1 1 2
Minutes 1 1 2 3
2 0 1 1
3 0 1 1
5 1 3 4
9 2 0 2
10 2 3 5
11 0 1 1
12 0 2 2
13 1 0 1
Miles 1 3 0 3
Other 4 0 4
Total 37 29 66
Missing — (1) 24hr survey response
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R9 And when you got off this bus or train, how did you get to your destination?

Destination Mode 24hr Survey; N=45 | 48hr Survey; N=34 Total
Freguency Freguency
Walked 33 25 58
Biked 0 0 0
Drove and parked 0 1 1
Dropped off 1 0 1
Transferred 11 5 16
Other, Specify 0 3 3
Total 45 34 79
R10 [IFR9=10R 2] How far did you WALK/BIKE to get to that place?
Distance to Destination 24hr Survey, N=33 | 48hr Survey; N=25 Total
Frequency Frequency
Blocks 1 10 6 16
2 6 2 8
3 0 1 1
4 7 2 9
6 0 4 4
8 1 0 1
10 1 1 2
Minutes 1 2 2 4
3 0 1 1
5 2 1 3
10 0 3 3
Miles 1 2 0 2
Other 2 0 2
Total 33 23 56

Missing (2) — 48hr survey

R19 How did you pay your fare for this trip?

Fare 24hr Survey; N=45 | 48hr Survey; N=35 Total
Freguency Frequency
Cash 8 2 10
Senior Pass 6 11 17
Youth Pass 12 10 22
Single Day Pass 2 4

Monthly Pass 0 1 1
Other, Specify 14 6 20
DK/RF 3 1 4
Total 45 35 80

R20 Did you have an automobile available to you when you chose to make this trip by bus or train?

24hr Survey; N=45

48hr Survey; N=35

Auto Available Total
Frequency Freguency
Yes 20 13 33
No 24 21 45
Refused 1 1 2
Total 45 35 80
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T14. What was<YOUR >your main activity there?

AT MY HOME:
Home 24hr Survey; N=339 | 48hr Survey; N=360 Total
Frequency Frequency
Working at Home (for pay) 7 5 12
Attending Class at Home 0 0 0
All Other at Home Activities 332 355 687
Total 339 360 699
AT MY WORK/VOLUNTEER LOCATION:
Work/Volunteer Location 24hr Survey; N=81 48hr Survey, N=76 Total
Frequency Frequency
Work/Job 75 74 149
All Other Activities at Work 6 2 8
Total 81 76 157
AT MY SCHOOL:
School 24hr Survey; N=27 48hr Survey; N=17 Total
Frequency Frequency
Attending Class 24 16 40
Education-Related Activities 0 1 1
All Other Activities at School 3 0 3
Total 27 17 44
WHILE TRAVELING
While Traveling 24hr Survey; N=53 48hr Survey; N=61 Total
Frequency Frequency
Change Type of Transportation/Transfer 15 20 35
Dropped Off Passenger from Car 18 14 32
Picked up Passenger from Car 18 24 42
Other, Specify 2 3 5
Total 53 61 114
AT OTHER PLACES
At Other Places 24hr Survey; N=254 | 48hr Survey; N=262 Total
Frequency Frequency
Work Related 21 6 27
Service Private Vehicle 8 7 15
Household Errands 76 97 173
Eat Meal Outside of Home 42 47 89
Health Care 8 11 19
Civic/Religious Activities 5 10 15
Recreation/Entertainment 34 36 70
Visit Friends/Relatives 28 12 40
Other, Specify 32 36 68
Total 254 262 516
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T15. And what other activities did<YOU >do there?

AT MY HOME:
Home 24hr Survey; N=11 48hr Survey; N=10 Total
Frequency Frequency
Working at Home (for pay) 0 1 1
Attending Class at Home 1 0 1
All Other at Home Activities 10 9 19
Total 11 10 21
AT MY WORK/VOLUNTEER LOCATION:
Work/Volunteer Location 24hr Survey; N=28 48hr Survey; N=7 Total
Frequency Frequency
Work/Job 3 0 3
All Other Activities at Work 25 7 32
Total 28 7 35
AT MY SCHOOL:
School 24hr Survey; N=5 48hr Survey; N=6 Total
Frequency Frequency
Attending Class 0 0 0
Education-Related Activities 0 4 4
All Other Activities at School 5 2 7
Total 5 6 11
WHILE TRAVELING
While Traveling 24hr Survey; N=3 48hr Survey; N=1 Total
Frequency Frequency
Change Type of Transportation/Transfer 1 0 1
Dropped Off Passenger from Car 2 0 2
Picked up Passenger from Car 0 1 1
Other, Specify 0 0 0
Total 3 1 4
AT OTHER PLACES
At Other Places 24hr Survey; N=19 48hr Survey; N=6 Total
Frequency Frequency
Work Related 2 2 4
Service Private Vehicle 0 0 0
Household Errands 0 0 0
Eat Meal Outside of Home 2 2 4
Health Care 0 0 0
Civic/Religious Activities 0 0 0
Recreation/Entertainment 2 0 2
Visit Friends/Relatives 6 1 7
Other, Specify 7 1 8
Total 19 6 25
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APPENDIX C: ACTIVITY-BASED RETRIEVAL

RESULTS

Chicago Travel & Activity Survey
Activity Retrieval Questionnaire
24 hour Survey : N=77 persons, 42 households

E1l. Information provided by informant vs proxy

24hr Survey; N=77
Frequency
Informant 48
Proxy 29
Total 77

C1 Can you tell me how many deliveries were made to
deliveries, including the mail, UPS

HH Deliveries 24hr Survey; N=42
Frequency
0 4
1 31
2 7
3 0
4 0
5 0
14 0
Total 42

and FedEX, as

C2 And did you have any service calls made to your

24hr Survey; N=42

HH Services
Frequency
0 40
1 2
2
3 0
Total 42

IF NOT PROXY REPORT:

E3 In general,

24hr Survey; N=12

would you say that ASSN was a typic

your house on ASSN? This includes any commercial
well as for delivery or pickup of household items.

house on ASSN, for any reason? If so, how many?

al day for you?

Typical Day
Frequency
Yes 10
No 2
Total 12
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E4 Was most of your travel and activities for this

the day progressed?
Events Planned 24hr Survey; N=12
Frequency
Yes 8
No 4
Total 12

period planned in advance or did you change your p

lans as

E5 [IF EMPLOYED] Was this a typical work day for you, in terms of the hours you worked, when you arrived at work,
and when you left work?

Typical Work Day 24hr Survey; N=5
Frequency
Yes 4
No 1
Total 5

E6 [IF STUDENT] Was this a typical school day/ for you, in terms of the hours you worked, when you arrived at
school, and when you left school?

Typical School Day 24hr Survey; N=1
Frequency
Yes 0
No 1
Total 1

T1. Now I'd like to talk about the travel and activities [this person] recorded in the log we sent. Did [NAME] complete

the travel log? [ASK OF EVERYONE REGARDLESS OF PROXY STATUS]

Completed Log

24hr Survey; N=77

Frequency
Yes 53
No 24
Total 77
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T3 How many total activities did<YOU >list over the course of the day?

# of Activities 24hr Survey; N=77
Frequency
1 76
2 74
3 74
4 69
5 66
6 62
7 55
8 51
9 46
10 38
11 34
12 30
13 26
14 19
15 16
16 13
17 11
18 9
19 7
20 7
21 6
22 3
23 2
24 2
25 2
26 2
27 1
Total 801

T7 And where did you do this activity?

Activity Location 24hr Survey; N=77
Frequency
Home 490
Work 48
School 23
Previously entered place 56
New place - in area 179
New place - out of state 5
Total Places 801
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L1 [LONG] [IF EMPLOYED AND WORKS OUTSIDE THE HOME] Would you say that this place is:

Activity Location 24hr Survey; N=11
Frequency

Closer to your home than your work 5

Closer to your work than your home 1

About halfway between your home and work 1

Other, Specify 4

Total 11

L2 [LONG] [IF NOT PROXY AND PTYPE=NEW] How often have you visited this place?
Place Frequency 24hr Survey; N=12
Frequency

1-11 times per year 1
1-3 times per month 1
Once per week or more 6
Other, Specify 4
Total 12

L3 [LONG] [IF L2>1] Is this place:
a. Where you regularly do this activity? (yes/no)
b. alocation you chose for convenience? (yes/no)
c. [IFNO TO BOTH] Why did you choose this place? VERBATIM

FOR ALL TRIPS (REGARDLESS OF MODE), ASK
T9 How many others were with <YOU2 > at this activity? NOT INCLUDING THIS RESPONDENT

24hr Survey; N=77

# of Travelers

Freqguency
1 629
2 43
3 99
4 30
Total 801

T10 [IF T9 >1] Of these, how many were household members?
24hr Survey; N=77

# of HH Members

Frequency
0 83
1 70
2 19
Total 172

T8 Did you travel as part of this activity?

1 YES
2 NO = LOOP TO NEXT ACTIVITY
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T8a. [If YES] How did you get there?

Trip Mode 24hr Survey, N=77
Frequency
Walk 64
Bike 4
Auto Driver 159
Auto Passenger 51
CTA Bus 11
CTA Train 7
Metra Train 6
School Bus 7
Taxi 2
Other, Specify 1
Total 312
L4 [LONG] [IF L2>1] Have you ever used any modes of travel to this place besides the one you used this time?
MULTIPLE RESPONSES ALLOWED
Travel Mode 24hr Survey; N=12
Frequency
No 10
Yes, by transit 1
Yes, by walking
Total 12
L5

[LONG] [IF L4>1] What is the main reason you did not use that mode (those modes) this time?

Other, Specify — 2 responses, (1) too much luggage, (1) going to another destination
IF AUTO:
A2 Did you get out of your vehicle?

out of Vehicle 24hr Survey; N=210
Frequency
Yes 185
No 25
Total 210
A3 [LONG] [IF A2=1] Where did you park?
Park 24hr Survey; N=185
Frequency
Private Parking Lot/Garage 15
Public Parking Lot/Garage 110
Street 52
Other, Specify 5
DK 3
Total 185
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A4 [LONG] Did you pay to park?

Paid to Park 24hr Survey; N=185
Frequency
Yes 5
No 180
Total 185
IF TRANSIT:
R1 How many buses or trains did you use to make this trip?
# of Buses or Trains 24hr Survey; N=25
Frequency
1 23
2
3
Total 25

IF ONLY ONE BUS/TRAIN USED TO GET TO THIS PLACE
R2 [IF R1=1] Which type of transit did you take?

Transit Used 24hr Survey; N=25
Frequency
CTA Bus 11
CTA Train 8
Metra Train 6
Total 25
R6 How did you get to this MODE?
Board Mode 24hr Survey; N=25
Frequency
Walked 22
Drove and parked
Dropped off 1
Total 25
R7 [IF R6=1 OR 2] How far did you WALK/BIKE to get to the bus or train?
Distance to Bus/Train 24hr Survey; N=22
Freqguency
Blocks 1 2
2 7
3 3
4 2
6 1
Minutes 2 1
4 2
5 2
10 1
15 1
Total 22
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R9 And when you got off this bus or train, how did you get to your destination?

Destination Mode 24hr Survey; N=25
Frequency
Walked 20
Drove and parked 2
Transferred 2
Total 24
Missing - (1)
R10 [IFR9=10R 2] How far did you WALK/BIKE to get to that place?
Distance to Destination 24hr Survey; N=21
Frequency
Blocks 1 4
2 4
3 2
4 2
5 1
6 1
Minutes 1 2
2 1
4 1
5 3
Total 21

R19 How did you pay your fare for this trip?

Fare 24hr Survey; N=25
Freguency
Cash 2
Senior Pass 2
Youth Pass 11
Other, Specify 9
Total 24
Missing - (1)

R20 Did you have an automobile available to you when you chose to make this trip by bus or train?

Auto Available 24hr Survey; N=25
Frequency
Yes 8
No 16
Total 24
Missing - (1)
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